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SUPPLIED UNDER TO Her MAjesty 
RovAL WARRANT THE QUEEN. 


* Honest water which ne’er left man 7?’ the mire.”’—Shakespeare Timon of Athens. 
Tne finest tribute ever accorded to sterling merit is contained in Tax Lascer, of 
egust 6, 1801, pages 207-6, which embodine the © ort of Tur Lancer Special Commis- 
gion on Natural Mineral Waters,” “ Johannis”—the of the Report—being selected from 
amongst the Natural Mineral Waters of the world as worthy of this distinction. 


PROMOTES APPETITE. ASSISTS DIGESTION. PROLONGS LIFE 


« JOHANNIS.” 


THE KING OF NATURAL TABLE WATERS. 
OHARGED ENTIRELY WITH ITS OWN NATURAL GAS. 
To be obtained from all Chemists, Wine Merchants, and Stores at the following 
prices per Dosen delivered :— 
Bottles. }-Bottles. }-Bottles. Bottles. }-Bottles. }-Bottles. 
6/- 4/6 3/6 | Country 6/6 5/- 3/9 
Awp or att W. & A. Guazy’s Aczxts THRovGHOoUT THE Kixcpom. 
Proprietors: JOHANNIS, LIMITED, 25, REGENT STREET, 8.W. 
Springs : ZOLLHAUS, GERMANY. 


IMPORTANT T6 SOLICITORS. 


In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
L088 OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 

Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 








London 
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LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 

ESTABLISHED OVER HALF A CENTURY. 
FLEET STREET, LONDON. 
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FREE, 
SIMPLE 


SECURE. 


FOTAL ASSETS, /£2,831,000. INCOME, £319,000. 
The Yearly New Business exceeds ONE MILLION. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


On Tvuxspay, the 12th of February, Mr. Justice Norrx will 
commence the hearing of witness actions, and continue the 
same from day to day, with the of Monday, the 18th 
of February, until Saturday, the of February, and duri 
petitions will be 


period his motions and ra 
on Thursdays and Saturdays by Mr. Justice 





Appzats From the Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine of 
Lancaster are by no means uncommon, numbering at least half 
a dozen each sittings; but it is many years since appeals from 
of the Court of Appeal. ‘Two appoala & this 
of the Court wo i 
been in the daily list this Kad Si 





Mr. Justice Kuxewicu, having com 

hearing witness actions on the 26th of J = 

at liberty to hear witness actions eee teed 

snd of the aistings, subject tothe Gepesal of, ini 
of the sittings, subject to i in 

business, including the motions and anes eee 

Justice Stinuine on the 28th of February the 2nd, 7 

and 8th of March. 





Mn, Justice Kzxrwicu’s observations on the manner in which 
originating summonses for obtaining the opinion of the court 
under R. 8. O., ord. 55, are sometimes pre should be care- 
fully considered by the profession. j 
re to have said that they are not unfrequently framed 
either too generally, or else in such a vague and inaccurate 
form as to fail to state with any precision the real points required 
for the decision of the court, thus necessitating adjournments for 
amendment and further evidence, leading to delay and addi- 
tional expense, which would be avoided if the cases were pre- 
sented in a proper manner in the first instance. It must be 
admitted by everyone who has witnessed the course of events 
when adjourned summonses are being heard in court that there 
is Sventetien for the complaint we, fe by the learned judge. 
These summonses, the hearing of which occupies sometimes as 
much time as the trial of an action, and which are in some cases 
ee ee with a lack of con- 
ideration which gives no little trouble to the judge. 





Tux mestine of the Incorporated Law Society 
arrived at a sensible and practical resolution with 


Long V. 


that it should be materially 
hc be and other 
matters ; 
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fession really desire more. The “close time for lawyers,” as 
Mr. Raw 1z termed it, is a practical necessity. © must 
have a holiday—there have been rumours (generally dis- 
credited) that even a distinguished and diligent member 
of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, who is 
supposed to believe in something like a twelve hours da 


for himself at his office, does mysteriously di in 
the course of the autumn—and it is convenient t the 


period of holidays of all lawyers should coincide. At the 
same time it is preposterous that the legal machinery should 
be, to a considerable extent, suspended for ten or eleven 
weeks in each year, and no one except judges and leadi 
counsel wants so long a holiday. If we are correctly infeomel, 
it has recently dawned on junior counsel, especially on the 
common law side, that the present length of the vacation is very 
prejudicial to their interests, and we anticipate that a determined 
effort will be made by them to have a reform effected on some- 
what similar lines to those marked out in the resolution passed 
last week. The whole of the changes proposed by the resolution 
may not be obtained at once, but there can be little doubt that 
before very long they will be carried into effect. 





WE macrne that Mr. Oswatp, Q.C., will gain no great support 
in his crusade in favour of extending the right of appeal. The 
whole tendency of recent years has been to restrict appeals, and 
we see no indication that this tendency will be checked. Mr. 
OswaLp’s specific complaint is aimed at section 1 of the Judica- 
ture Act, 1894, which has materially cut down the right of 
appealing against interlocutory orders. Certain classes of orders, 
indeed, are expressly excepted. Thus the right of ap con- 
tinues waliesiniched, inter ala, in all cases kine the liberty of 
the subject or the custody of infants is concerned ; in all cases 
of granting or refusing an ivjuoction or appointing a receiver ; 
and in cases of claims of creditors and of the liability of con- 
tributories or directors under the Companies Acts. But for an 
appeal to lie against any interlocutory order not included in the 
excepted classes it is essential to obtain the leave either of the 

judge who made the order or of the Court of Appeal. Accord- 
ing to Mr. Oswaxp, an appeal witb leave is almost equivalent to 
none at all, and he would allow an appeal in all cases, subject to 
certain safeguards, such as the making the certificate of counsel a 
condition precedent, and giving to the Court of Appeal power to 
s'ay summarily any appeals shewn to be vexatious or trifling. 
But to admit that appeals require some check is a considerable 
step towards the present system, under which the check is 
imposed by requiring leave as a condition precedent, and the 
system is not likely to be changed unless it can be shewn to be 
pr-ductive of real hardship. An interlocutory order may, of 
course, have a vital effect on the result of an action. An order 
as to discovery may alter the case to be presented on one side or 
the other; an order to stay prevents any case from being pre- 
sented at all. But the appeal is not refused absolutely. It is 
solely a question of convincing the judge or the Court of Ap 
that there is a primd facie case for appeal, and if the counsel for 
the would-be appellant cannot do this, it is at least a plausible 
opinion that he ought not to be allowed to force on the appeal 
by his own certificate. 





a. 


Waritine Last WEEK on the question of Mr. Justice Vavenan 
‘Wiutams’ proposed transfer, we averred that a grave and 

owing evil—namely, the friction between the Winding-up 

partment and the judge—had been made public by the dis- 
cussion ; that the allegation as to the intended removal of the 
learned judge was not improbable, but that the motives for such 
removal which had-been ascribed to the Lord Chancellor were 
not in any way justified. The statement made by Lord 
~ HERscHELL in the House of Lords on Tuesday expressly con- 
firms two of our conclusions, and impliedly admits the other. 
- “There is,” he said, “just this grain of truth, and this alone, 
in all the statements that have been made, that the expediency 
of a more permanent transfer of winding-up cases has been 
under consideration.” But as regards the motives so recklessly 
imputed to him, the Lord Chancellor gave them the most 
* unequivocal and indignant denial. “I certainly had no such 


» | tions contained in a 





motive as resentment on account of what the learned judge had 
done. No such mean or ridiculous thought ever crossed 
mind for a moment. There was no friction between me and the 
learned judge in regard to the New Zealand case, The only 
communications I have ever had with the learned judge in 
respect to the winding up of companies have been on points of 

neral application. I believe in most of the cases it was on 
the learned judge’s request that I sought a conference with 
him. The conferences we had on those points were throughout 
of a friendly character, and I believe that our views on the 
points which we discussed did not substantially differ”; and he 
characterized as ‘‘absolutely and utterly untrue” the allega- 
ph taken from the South Wales Daily 
Post with regard to his writing to Mr. Justice Vavonan 
Wits asking if he could not withdraw some of the observa- 
tions made by him in the course of the New Zealand case. 





Upon ovr oTer conclusion the Lord Chancellor said nothing, 
and his silence is quite as —— as any statement would be. 
Still more significant is it that, while alleging reasons of con- 
siderable weight for the transfer, relating to the state of business 
in the Probate Division and the Queen’s Bench Division, the 
Lord Chancellor is careful to add that ‘‘ whilst the reasons in its 
favour seemed to me, and still seem to me, to be weighty, I was 
not unconscious that there were grave arguments on the other 
side, and before the present controversy arose, before these 
articles were written, before these attacks were made, I had 
determined, and I had communicated that determination to my 
secretary, whose duty it would have been to draw up the order 
if I had come to the conclusion that I should make one, to leave 
matters as they were at present.” There were, therefore, 
admittedly, ‘grave arguments” which outweighed all the 
weighty reasons in favour of the transfer, and we need not go far 
in search of these overwhelming arguments. Lord Herscneu 
saw for himself the grave and es evil to which we alluded, 
and determined that he would be no party to any step which 
would tend to put judges under bureaucratic control. While 
we deplore the calumnies to which the Lord Chancellor has 
been subjected, we rejoice that a lesson has been given which is 
likely in the future to diminish the probability of departmental 
interference with judges. But now that Lord Hxrscrett has 
learned the danger attending the creation of Government De- 
partments to transact the private business of the people, may we 
not ask him to consider whether he considers it advisable to 
persevere in his scheme for creating a new vast Government 
office to transact the conveyancing business of the country? 
That office will, from the nature of its work, be very likely to 
come into conflict with the judges of the Chancery Division. 
Let a judge give a decision which is found inconvenient to the 
Land Registry, or let him criticize the proceedings of the 
officials, or let him point out the grievous delays which are sure 
to occur in the office if the great scheme is carried out, and he 
will incur the hostility of the officials. Friction will ensue, and 
the next step will be to consider what steps can be taken to get 
rid of the cumberer of the bench. We have frequently warned 
Lord Hzrscuext that he is being led by theorists into taking 
the responsibility for a scheme of land transfer which can only 
result in discredit, and we trust that recent events will convince 
him that, over and above the pros of the gravest public dis- 
satisfaction with the working of the scheme, there is the risk of 
the recurrence of the cause to which he owes his recent ordeal. 





We vnint elsewhere a set of instructions which have been 
issued by the judges of the Queen’s Bench Division with 
to the trial of commercial causes. The instructions commence 
by defining a commercial cause. Oommercial causes are to 
include causes arising out of the ordinary transactions of 
merchants and traders; amongst others, those relating to the 
construction of commercial documents, export or import of 
merchandise, affreightment, insurance, banking, and mercantile 
agency and mercantile usages. A litigant whose case falls 
within the scope of this definition may resort to the commercial 
court in two ways. If he requires to take out a summons = 


the action, this may, on and after the 20th inst., be entered in 
the separate list for summonses in commercial causes which is to 
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be kept at chambers, and the effect of the instructions appears 
to be that all such summonses are to be heard by the commer- 
eial judge himself. If the judge hears the summons the case 
is then stamped as a commercial cause, and may be set down 
in the commercial list for trial. The instructions say nothing 
as to the judge refusing to hear the summons, but they imply 
that he has this power, and probably the summons would then 
be transferred to the ordinary list. If the litigant has no 
occasion to take out a summons he must apply to the judge to 
have the case entered in the commercial lst for trial. Once 
before the court the action will proceed in the usual 
manner, for the instructions do not profess to interfere 
with any existing rules or orders. They contain, however, 
sundry hints to litigants as to the possible procedure 
where a speedy settlement of the matter in dispute is desired. 
Application may be made to the commercial judge under ‘the 
provisions of the Judicature Act, 1894, and the rules there- 
under ”’—that is, R. 8. 0., ord. 30, r. 7—to eT with the 
technical rules of evidence. Application may also be made to 
him, after writ or originating summons, for his judgment on 
any point of law. The judge may, at any time after appearance 
and without pleadings, make such order as he thinks fit for the 
speedy determination, in accordance with existing rules, of the 
questions really in controversy between the parties. The parties 
may agree that the decision of the judge shall be final. To the 
experienced practitioner, of course, these hints are useless, To 
the inexperienced practitioner and the public they are delusive. 
They suggest an easy and rapid procedure specially applicable 
to commercial causes, although no such procedure is proposed. 
If the judges of the Queen’s Bench Division have any general 
advice to give as to the conduct of litigation under the existing 
rules, we might, perhaps, suggest that it should be given in 


regard to litigation generally. It would be as useful for a libel | tage 


action as for an action on a policy of marine insurance. On the 
present occasion it would have been better to concentrate atten- 
tion on the only part of the instructions which is really effectual 
—viz., the mode of bringing cases before the commercial court 
and the arrangements for dealing with them when there. We 
have endeavoured above to give the effect of the instructions on 
the former point, but they are by no means so lucid as might 
have been desired. It is made clear, however, that from the Ist 
day of March next Maruew, J., will sit, as far as practicable, de 
die in diem for the despatch of commercial business, and experi- 
ence will speedily be gained as to the most convenient way of 
dealing with business suitable for the commercial court. 





A QUESTION was raised in the Court of Appeal on Monday, 
in Re Strachan, as to the right of a person who is inter- 
ested in the property of a decessed lunatic, or elleged lunatic, 
to inspect documents which are in the custody of a master in 


lunacy. A petition had been presented in lunacy by the brother 
of a person who was be & lunatic 1 at an 





| inguiition upan Miaataiac? mind might be bold. AMldavity were 
filed in “yt of the petition, and an order for an inquiry was 


made. efore, however, the inquiry could take place the 
alleged lunatic died. Soon after his death the brother com- 
menced proceedings in the Probate Division for administration 
of his estate, on the ground that the alleged lunatic had died 
intestate. The grant of administration was opposed by a lady 
in whose favour the alleged lunatic had made two wills, and she 
claimed probate of those wills. The brother disputed the wills 
on the ground of inganity, undue influence, and defective exe- 
cution The suit and cross-suit had been set down for trial, 

ut had not yet been tried. The legatee presented a petition in 
lunacy, asking that she might be at liberty to inspect the 
brother's petition, the affidavits filed in support of it, and all 
other documents in the lunacy which were in the custody of the 
master, and to take copies. This application was opposed by 
the brother, on the ground that the documents in question were 
privileged from discovery, and that they contained the evidence 
on which he intended to rely in the probate action. Master 


‘Mactzan made the order asked for, and it was affirmed by 


Ricsx, L.J. He thought the applicant ought to see the affi- 
davits in order that the real truth might be ascertained at the 


trial, 





Tue Covrr or Arran (Linprey and A. L. Sarr, L.JJ.) 


held that the not to have been made, and 
discharged it, with costs, but without pro to any 
application which the legatee might make after the trial of the 


probate actions, Linpxey, L.J., said that no one could be allowed 
to inspect documents under the control es in Tunae 
Igo or & master, 







ge 
documents for any reasonable and proper p 
allowed to see them, provided that, if the lunatic was liviog, he 
would not be prejudiced by the inspection. A similar rule 
existed when the lunatic was dead. There were some excep- 
tions; for instance, the court would not, under any circum- 
stances, allow the inspec of confic rt y to it 


by its own media dvisers. and possibly some 
other exceptions, the general rule in lunacy was to allow inspec- 
tion by any person claiming an interest in the of a 
deceased lunatic, or alleged lunatic, who could satisfy the court 
that he wanted inspection for some reasonable and proper 
nen en Documents thus under the control of the court were 
not in the possess! figar 

























migh pon the the court. The 
duty of the court was to act with perfect im ity between 
the parties before it, not assisting either the other, or 
more than the other, where neither could establish uny right to 


such assistance against the other. In the t case the 
applicant wanted to see her adversary’s hand. She could not 


of her 


case; she 
case—the 







use the documents in question in suppo 
watted to ses ow éi Opponent hopec 
evidence by which he intended to he insanity of the 
alleged Tunatic. To allow wo to give her * 
to which she was not entitled, while, if the application was 
refused, no advantage would be conferred on her opponent 
which he had not already. In Englan i idered 
ary to the interests of justice to compel a litig 
dence to de 
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lim. So to do would destroy D exa 

enable witnesses to be tam with, and give an unfai 
advantage to the crupu is decision lays down in 
clear terms the rule which governs such cases, and any other 
rule would seem to be inconsistent with ordinary notions. The 
case forcibly illustrates the benefit of a full discussion in open 
court, 











THE CASE OF MADAME JONIAUX. 


WE doubt if a prisoner has ever been sentenced to death for 
aye upon narrower evidence than that on which Madame 

ONIAUX was condemned, after a trial of three weeks, early on 
Sunday morning. One has, of course, to remember that the 
trial took place abroad, and that the English newspaper reports 
of it may not have been complete. But, assuming their accu- 
racy, we think that the case deserves a foremost rank among 
the problems of circumstantial evidence. Let us consider the 
three charges against Madame Jonravx, first separately, and 
then with reference to their conjoint effect. 

Lfontz ABLay, the sister of the prisoner, died suddenly at the 
house of the latter in Antwerp on the 25th of February, 1892, 
Her death was certified, upon information supplied by Madame 
Jon1avux herself, to have been due to gastric disorder accompanied 
with fever. Her body was exhumed and submitted to post-mortem 
examination two years later—viz., on the 2nd of 1894, 
The experts for the ecution found no traces in the remains 
either of any vegetable poison or of any disease which would 
account for deatb, and they p y declined to express any 
definite opinion upon its cause. wre Astay was insured for 
the benefit of Madame Jontaux’s daughter, and .with a view to 
provide for the liquidation of family debt of honour. But 
there was nothing to shew, either that the prisoner had ad- 
ministered to the deceased food in which morphine (alleged 
the prosecution to have been the employed) migit have 
been contained, or, indeed, that she was in ion of mor- 
phine at the time. It is inconceivable that Madame Jowiavx 
would oa been convicted of murder here if the case had 
stood alone. 
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Then take the case of M. Van Kzocnane. He died at Madame | Collett (1857, Deane, 274) a testator appointed his wife executrix qi 


Jontavx’s house on the 18th of March, 1893, shortly after a 
dinner at which he had admittedly drunk to excess. It was 
alleged that Madame Jon1Avx expected to inherit his fortune, 
and at this time, as at every critical point in the case, she was 





during widowhood, and, after legacies to her, he left his real 
and personal property to residuary legatees upon trust (inter 
alia) to pay debts and funeral and testamentary expenses. It 
was held that the direction to pay debts and funeral and testa- 





undoubtedly in a state of great financial embarrassment. But | mentary expenses constituted the residuary legatees in trust 
the post-mortem examination, which was held on the 18th of | executors according to the tenor. At the time of the applica- 


~ March, 1894, revealed no traces of morphine, and the chief 
Crown expert admitted that the death might have been due to 
alcoholic poisoning. On these facts, again, Madame Jon1avx 
would have been, we take it, entitled to an acquittal. 

The third case, that of M. Atrrep Aniay, who also died at 
Madame Jon1avx’s house in February, 1894, was a much 
stronger one. Here the post-mortem examination followed the 
death within ten days, and chemical analysis detected morphine 
and atropine in the intestines. Moreover, M. Antiay, like his 

(| sister, was insured practically for Madame Jontavux’s benefit. 
But, on the other hand, there was some evidence that he was in 
the habit of taking morphine, and the medical experts for the 
defence stoutly contended that the death might have been 
caused by heart disease, and that in any event the quantity 
of morphine alleged to have been found in the remains 
was insufficient to have caused it. Had there been no other 
charge against Madame Jontaux than this, we conceive 
that she would have been acquitted, all the more so as there 
was no direct evidence of administration. 

When we consider these cases collectively, however, they 
undoubtedly present a formidable indictment. From 1891 to 
1894 Madame Jon1avx was in a condition of chronic financial 

| difficulty. The three persons with whose murders she is 
charged died in_her house; she had something to gain by 
the death of two of them, and was alleged to have had ex- 
— in regard to the will of a third. In two cases she 

negotiated the insurances of which she was to have the 
benefit. In each case she had opportunities of administering 

!! morphine ; on one occasion, at least,“he was in possession of 
that drug, and the evidence went to negative the assumption 

that she injected it into her own person. On the whole, we 
incline to the view that the balance of the evidence justified 


@ conviction, and nothing more. 

“Before we part with this interesting cause célébre, there are 
two hee observations which.must be made. If, as seems 
probable, Madame Jon14vx’s capital sentence is commuted to 
penal servitude, our Belgian confréres should set about getting 
the death penalty formally abolished, in order to save their 
criminal system from the ridicule of Europe. Again, they 
ought also to consider the question whether their present 
methods of conducting criminal inquisitions are not now a 
little out of date. Madame Jon1avx was bullied and brow- 
beaten both by judge and prosecutor in a manner on which 
it is difficult to express oneself calmly, and which, whether it 
was in accordance with precedents or not, was anything but a 
credit to those who took part in it. 
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EXECUTORS ACCORDING TO THE TENOR. 
II. 


Tr has been already observed that, in defining the functions of 
an executor, special stress is laid on bis duty to pay the debts of 
the deceased. In Grant v. Leslie (1819, 3 Phillimore, 116) a testa- 
tor by his will appointed executors and named A. his residuary 
legatee. By a codicil he said: ‘‘I appoint A. my residuary 
legatee to discharge all lawful demands against my will and 
codicil.” It was held that this made him an executor according 
tothe tenor. §0, in Ju the Goods of Fry (1827, 1 Hagg. Ecc. 
80) a testator devised his real estates to A., B., and & upon 
trust to receive rents and profits, and to pay his debts, funeral 
expenses, and the expenses of proving his will. He gave his 
personal estate to be equally divided between his children, and 
appointed his daughter residuary legatee, but did not name any 
/ ,executor. The court said that paying debts and funeral ex- 
penses, and the expenses of proving a will, was performing the 
office of executor, and probate was granted to the trustees as 
executors according to the tenor. Again, in Jn ths Goods of 





tion the widow, who had proved the will, was dead. And upon 
the same ground an appointment of persons to pay legesien al 
been held to constitute them executors according to the tenor, 
for they cannot pay legacies till the debts have first been 
satisfied. In Pickering v. Towers (1757, 2 Lee, 401) a testator 
gave legacies, but did not bequeath the residue or name 
executors. He said: “I appoint W. P., J. T., and J. P. to 
receive and pay the contents above mentioned.” The persons 
thus named were alio legatees. Sir Gzorcz Lez was of 
opinion that they had the general management of the estate, 
and were executors according to the tenor. ‘‘They could not,” 
he said, “‘ receive and pay the legacies without collecting in the 
effects. No one can assent to a legacy but he that has the 


management of the estate, because legacies cannot be paid till 
after the debts, and he only who has ‘the management of the 





estate knows whether the assets are sufficient. Ldapatet gives 2 / 


a Mist be presumed to intend to give everything neces- 
ary to make that power elrectual. 

~The passage just quoted seems to imply that, wherever there 
is a trust for the distribution of the personal estate of the 
testator, the trustee must first collect the assets and pay debts, 
and is therefore an executor according to the tenor. And so in 
In the Goods of Knight (1829, 2 Hagg. Ecc. 554), where, by a 
deed which took effect as a will, property was conveyed to 
trustees who were to distribute it in certain parts among 
different persons, probate was granted to the trustees as 


executors according to the tenor. But these authorities cannot 
be relied on as representing the practice in cases where there is 
merely a trust for division, without anything further to indicate 
a general power over the estate. The trust is regarded as & 
t @ specific purpose, and the trustee is not executor 
according to the tenor. In Boddicott v. Dalzeel (1756, 2 Lee, 
294) a testator gave specific property to trustees upon trust for 
various beneficiaries, and gave the residue of his estate to his 
trustees, as to one moiety for a daughter, and as to the other 
moiety forason. Sir Gzorcz Lex held that the trustees were 
not made executors. ‘‘ They had only,” he said, ‘‘ power to pay 
what was vested in them as trustees to the particular persons for 
whose use they held it, but had not a general power to receive 
and pay what was due to and from the estate, which is the office 
of an executor.” And so in Jn the Goods of JonesRi861, 2 Sw. & 
Tr. 155) the testator gave all his money and effects his 
property to his brother T. in trust to be equally i 
between himself and the other of the testator’s surviving brothers. 

Sir OC. Cresswet said that this was a specific trust without any 
general power to receive and pay, and hence, on the authority 

of Boddicott v. Dalzeel (supra), he held that T. was not executor 
according to the tenor. 

And it must be noticed that a direction to pay debts does not 
imply any general management of the estate when it is a direo- 
tion f0 pay them, not out of the estate generally, but out of a 
partioalat rind OF particular property. a In the Goods of Davia 
Ei 8t3- 3 Ourt-TI8} a testator gare his wife all his freehold pro- 
perty for life, and all his furniture, plate, books, stock-in-trade, 
and book debts, out of which she was to pay his debts, and 
whatsoever remained to be at her own disposal to do with as she 
should think proper. It was held that the widow was neither 
residuary legatee nor executrix according to the tenor. In Jn 
the Goods of Toomy (1864, 3 Sw. & Tr. 562) a testator, being at 
the date of his will ‘‘sick, and in some danger of death,” 
directed all expenses consequent on his sickness, and, in case of 
death, funeral expenses, to be paid by A. out of a specificsum ~ 
of £109, which he said was all he possessed. Lord Penzanoz 
refused to grant probate to A. as executor according to the 















tenor. Referring to Jn the Goods of Davis (supra), he said:— By 


“ According to the practice of the court, a direction to a person é 
to pay debts or funeral expenses, not out of the general estate, 


but only out of a particular fund, does not constitute him an 
executor according to the te rding to the tenor.’ Tho statemont that the £109 © 
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was all the testator possessed was not sufficient to make the 
yment of expenses a payment out of the general estate. It 
might turn out that he was entitled to other property. 


In many of the above cases property was left to trustees, but 


it is immaterial that the machinery of a trust is interposed if 
the duties conferred upon the 8s are ose 0 
executor. ® time, it must be C) nd these 


duties clearly in the will. The mere mention of a person as 
trustee, although in terms which imply some power over the 
whole estate, is not sufficient. In Jn the Goods of Punchard (1872, 
L. R. 2 P. & D. 369) a testator said in his will: “1 wish 
P. A. C. to act as trustee to this estate. Debts, I have 
none.” Lord Penzance held that, since nothing was bequeathed 
to the trustee, and he had no duty to perform, he was not 
executor according to the tenor. “The whole matter resolves 
itself into this: he is said to be tee. That is not enough.” 
A-similar case is Jn the Goods of Lowry (1875, L. R. TP. ‘ 
157). A testatrix, after certain bequests, appointed A. her sole 
trustee, and continued, “he is to be paid as an attorney, the 
same as if he were not a trustee to this my last will and 
testament.” Sir James Hanven held that the duties of A. were 
merely those of a trustee, and, referring to In the Goods of 
Punchard (supra), he said :—‘ The principle acted upon in this 
matter is that, unless it can be fh we from the terms of the 
will that the testator intended that the person named should pay 
the debts and legacies under the will, he cannot be held to be 
executor.” In Fawkener v. Jordan (1756, 2 Lee,*327) a testator 
ave a legacy of £50, and gave the residue of his estate to his 
ughter, directing that an annuity of £100 should be purchased 
for her. He desired A., B, and CO. to take the trust and 
guardianship over his daughter. It was held that they were 
not executors according to the tenor. A case equally clear is Jn 
the Goods of Fraser (1870, L. R. 2 P. & D, 183). A married 
woman had power under her marriage settlement to appoint the 
trust funds by will. She executed a will by which she directed 
the trustees of the settlement to distribute her property in a 
wey a way in accordance with the terms of the settlement. 
rd Penzance held that the will was a mere execution of the 
power for distribution of funds already in the hands of the 
trustees, and that they were not executors according to the 
tenor. The case is similar to those cited above, where aod 
is vested in trustees for distribution in a specified manner. There 
is no general authority in the trustees to collect the assets of the 
estate and pay debts. 


On the other hand, there is no difficulty in holding trustees to 
be executors according to the tenor, if the will, although only 
expressly nominating trustees, subsequently uses the word 
“executors” as synonymous with ‘‘ trustees.” In In the Goods 
of Leven (1889, 15 P. D. 22) @ testator did not expressly appoint 
any executors, but he nominated four persons to act as his 
trustees, and bequeathed to them his residuary estate, with 
uted to receive any sums due to the residue and to give a 

ischarge for the same. The will contained directions to his 
executors “‘ hereinafter named” as to payment of his debts, and 
contained indications that the testator had used ‘‘ trustees”’ and 
“executors” indifferently as referring to the same persons. 
Burt, J., held that the trustees were clearly executors according 
to the tenor. 


And the appointment of oreenters may be inuiet fiom. Se 

will, altiough no functions of an ex expressly con- 
erre 3 BYSOL. Q t the rj 
of the will clearly points to a definite person as executor. 
Naylor v. Stainsby (1754, 2 Lee, 54) a testator Fp legacies to 
several persons, including M. L., and continued: “ Bat should 
the within-named M. L. be not living, I do constitute and 
appoint E, T. my whole and sole executrix of this my last will 
and testament, and give her the residue.” Probate was granted 
to M. L. as executrix according to the tenor. In In the Goods 
of Bradley (1883, 8 P. D. 215) the testator said: “I appoint A. 
and B.,” and there stopped ; but the rest of the will 
as though an appointment of executors had been made. 
was granted to A. and B. 

Although an executor has been expressly named in the will, 
another person May ald be appoin im ma 
prove the ithér sole 
according to circumstances: Grant v, Leslie (1819, 8 Phillimore, 
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at 


116), In the Goods of Brown (1877, L. R. 2 P. D. 110), and Jn 
the Goods of Lush (1887, L. R. 18 P, D. 20), ere an executor 
has been expressly appoiuted, there is less likelihood Of another 


being joined by the testator by implication ; but it is solely a 
question of the tsar intention a appearing ihe wil 
Grant v. Leslie (supra). one may be executor according 
to the tenor for a limited p Lynch v. Bellew, 1820, 8 
Phillimore, 424); and, on the other hand, where the will contains 
an express appointment of an executor for a limited paree 
the appointment may be — turned into a general ap- 
yy by a codicil. In Jn the Goods of Aird (1828, 1 Hagg. 

. 336) certain bequests were made by the will in favour of 
A., and B. was appointed executor for the purpose of these 
bequests. By acodicil the residue was given to A. ‘‘in like 
manner as the bequests in his favour in my will contained.” It 
was held that the residue came to A. subject to the executorship 
of B., and probate accordingly was granted to B. 


REVIEWS. 
BOOKS RECEIVED, 


The London Building Act, 1894. With Appendices containing 
Statutes other than the Building Act still in force and affecting 
Building Operations. Also the Bye-laws, ions, and Standi 
Orders of the London County Council and of the Commissioners o 
Sewers of the City of London, with Concise Notes and Cross- 
references. By WILLIAM RussELL Grirrirus, LL.B., and Franots 
(inti M.A., Barristers-at-Law. William Clowes & Sons 

imited). 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


COSTS IN ANY EVENT. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—An action has recently been settled on the terms that cach 
party should pay his own costs. In the course of the action orders 
were made upon several interlocutory applications whereby the costs 
of such applications were directed to be paid by one of the parties in 
any event. 

he question now arises whether the terms of settlement as to each 

y paying his own costs should apply to the costs of these inter- 
ocutory applications; or whether the orders still have effect not- 
withstanding the settlement, 

I should esteem it a favour if one of your subscribers could refer 
me to a decision upon the point. Rex. 

February 5. 





REMOVAL OF SNOW. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 

Sir,—Referring to your last week’s note on this subject, I shall be 
obliged if you or any of your readers can inform me how and when 
householders became liable for the removal of snow from the footways 
in front of or abutting on their houses. In Saunders v. Holborn. 
District Board of Works the existence of such liability before the 
Public Health Act, 1891, is referred to, but no authority on the sub- 
ject is quoted, and I am unable to find any such au y: 


MANAGING CLERK. 
[See section 60 (6) of the 


emai ge PS 25 
o. 47), and the Metropolis Managemen » 1800, 8. 11i.—ED. 8. J.) 











NEW ORDERS, &c. 
HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE.—QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION, 
NOTICE. 
CoMMERCIAL CAUSES. 
The Judges of the Queen’s Bench Division desire to ma 


herein 
1. Commercial causes include causes arising 
ivenenctions,of saentnentanee cans oem 
to the construction of mercantile documen —— 
merchandise, affreightment, insurance, 
and mercantile 
2. A separate list for summonaes in commercial 
chambers. A separate list will also be kept for 
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causes for trial, but no cause shall be entered in such list which has 
not been dealt with by a Judge cherged with commercial business, 
upon application by either party for that purpose, or upon summons 
for directions or otherwise. 

Commercial causes may be transferred from the Chancery Division 
to the Queen's Bench Division in accordance with the existing 
practice. 

3. With respect to town commercial causes it is considered desirable, 
with s view to dispatch and the saving of expense, that all applica- 
tions shall be a direct to the Judge charged with commercial 
business, and with respect to country commercial causes applications 
may by consent of the parties be made to him in like manner. 

4, As to commercial causes already entered for trial application 
may be made to such Judge by either party to enter the same in the 
commercial cause list. 

5. Applications in commercial causes under O. XIV, shall be made 
as heretufore, but where leave to defend has been given such causes 
may be dealt with like other commercial causes. 

6. Application may be made to such Judge under the provisions of 
the Sulleakure Act, 1894, and the rules thereunder, or by consent, to 
dispense with the technical rules of evidence for the avoidance of 
expense and delay which might arise from commissions to take evi- 
dence and otherwise. 

7. Application may also be made to such Judge, after writ or 
originating summons, for his judgment on any point of law. 

8. Such Judge may at any time after appearance and without 
pleadings make such order as he thinks fit for the speedy determina- 
tion, in accordance with existing rules, of the questions really in con- 
troversy between the parties. 

9. Parties may, if they so desire, agree that the judgment or 
decision of such Judge in any cause or matter shall be final. 

10. Application may be made to such Judge in urgent cases to fix 
an early day for the hearing of any cause or matter. 

11, Summonses may be entered in the list of commercial sum- 
monses on and after Wednesday, the 20th day of February next; 
these will be heard by Mr. Justice MATHEW, who on Friday, the 1st 
day of March next, wili sit and thenceforward will, until further 
notice, and as far as is practicable, continue to sit de die in diem for 
the dispatch of commercial business. Where necessary, other Judges 
of the Queen’s Bench Division will assist in the disposal of commercial 
business. 

12. Country commercial causes will be tried as is usual at the 
Assizes. By ORDER. 





MERCHANT SHIPPING ACT, 1894. 
NOTICE. 
Rules as to Investigation into Shipping Casualties, 


Notice is hereby given, pursuant to the Rules Publication Act, 
1893, that Rules are about to be made as above mentioned, and that 
copies of the draft may be obtained at the Board of Trade. 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
“THE BONA’’—No. 1, Ist February. 


Mantnze Insurance—Genzerat AveraGE—Damace To ENGINES IN GETTING 
Sure orr Grounp—CoAL CONSUMED IN WORKING ENGINEs. 
Ap) 


peal from the judgment of Sir Francis Jeune in favour of the plain- 
tiffs. The plaintiffs, who were the owners of the steamship Bona, effected 
an insurance with the defendants upon the bull and machinery of the 
Bona against the ordinary sea risks for twelve months from the 9th of 
March, 1892. On the 11th of January, 1893, The Bona, while on a voyage 
from Galveston to Liverpool with a cargo on board, stranded upon the 
Galveston Bar (without any negligence on the part of thoee on board), and 
remained on the Bar until the 14th of January, and by reason of the state 
of the wind and sea she and her cargo were in imminent danger. She 
was lightened, and her engines were from time to time worked for the 
purpvee of getting her off the Bar, and were thereby put to unusual strain 
and considerably damaged. At mid-day on the 14th of January the ship 
oe of her engines got off the Bar. By reason of the refer- 
ence in the policy and the bills of lading to the York-Antwerp Rules, 
1890, the repairs to the engines were included in the average statement, 
and the defendants paid their proportion thereof, though they did not 
admit that the working of the engines was a general average act. Fifty- 
two tons of coal were consumed in working the engines as aforesaid, and 
the question was whether the defendants were liable to contribute pro 
rata general average in respect of the value of the fifty-two tons of 
coal so used. Sir Francis Jeune held that they were, and gave judgment 
for the plaintiffs. The defendants appealed. 


Tus Covrr (Lord Esnen, M.R., and Liyptey. and Rrony, L JJ) dis- 
missed the appeal. 


Lord Esuer, M.R., said that, in order to determine whether the cost of 
the coals was the subject of general average contribution, the court must 


inquire whether the working of the engines was a general average act. J~ 
the coals were used for working the engines in such a way and under such 
circumstances that any damage to the engines would be the subject of 
general average contribution, then the cost of the coals which were used 
as part of that manceuvre would also be the subject of general average 
contribution. In order to entitle a shipowner to demand general averap 
contribution from_a Cargo Owner : 

Mifgo were in danger, 


ave Doth ship anc Z ere hip was so fast on the Bar that 
she could WOr-be Got off without some extraordinary effort. That was not 
the normal position for a ship to bein. The captain decided to work the 
engines so as to force the ship off the ground, in order to save both shi 
and cargo, which were in imminent danger. That was an excessive 
abnormal nee of the engines, intentionally done, aid at yeat rick to them, 
to save both ship and cargo. The Waiting of the engines under thidse 
circumstances Was a general average act, and therefore the cost of the 
coals used to move the engines in that abnormal way was the subject of 
general average contribution. 

Laxvuey and Ricny, L.JJ., concurred.—Covunsst, Sir R. E. Webster, 
Q.C., and Holman ; Joseph Walton, Q.C., and 7. G. Carver. Soxicrrons, 
Downing, Holman, § Co. ; Waltons, Juhnson, Bubb, § Whatt n. 

[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.] 


THE CITY AND SUBURBAN PERMANENT BENEFIT 
BUILDING SOCIETY—No. 2, 5th February. 


Burtpine Socrsety—Witxprawinc Mempers—Prioritry or Payment—Rvie 
or Socrery—Construction. 


Appeal from a decision of Stirling, J. (ante, p. 218). The plaintiff was 
the nolder of shares in the defendant society, and on the 20th of January, 
1891, gave notice of withdrawal, the notice becoming effective on the 20th 
of February, 1891. Rule 5 of the society provided for withdrawals, and 
















BOTTEN +. 





was in the following terms: ‘‘ Upon giving one month’s notice in writing 


| to the secretary of his intention so to do, any member may withdraw his 
| investments at any monthly meeting of the society, the amount to be 
| repaid out of the moneys received from members in repayment of advances 


on the night for withdrawal, but should the payments not be sufficient the 
balance shall be paid from the same fund on the next or following monthly 
night. If several members shall give notice to withdraw within any 
one month they shall be paid pro rdta.”” The plaintiff, not receiving from 
the directors the amount due to him on withdrawal, brought an actign 






















aga the socie n_behalf of himse’ t 
ti ~ = ho re 
th ULD ©. “& 3 . be defen t 
society and remained unpaid. e plaintiff sough tion 
t property of the society ought to be app in payment to him 


and all other the persons aforesaid of the amounts respectively due to 
him and them in rotation according to the priority of their respective 
notices of withdrawal. The defendants disputed the right of withdrawing 
members to be repaid according to priority of notices of withdrawal, and, 
in order to raise 


at question, took out the present summons, by which 
he plaintiff might be ordered to amend his writ and 

: iking Nerefrom all passages therein whereby 
Ciniming in a capacity other than b 


i Br U-, UE ers £ 
took priority over those who gave notice in subsequent months, and dis- 
missed the summons. The defendants appealed. Counsel on their behalf 
contended that the usual provision for the payment of withdrawing 
members according to the priority of their notices was omitted in the 
present case, and must be taken to have been deliberately omitted. 

Tue Court (Linpiey and A. L. Surrn, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Linp.ey, L J., said that though the rule was not so clear as in the casé 
of the usual corresponding [rule, inasmuch as it omitted the words dealing 
with the priority of notices, he thought Stirling, J.’s decision was right, 
The construction placed upon the rule by the appellants would startle 
withdrawing members. No one would read the rule in that way, and the 
view of Stirling, J , was the only one that would not prove a snare to 
members giving notice of withdrawal. 

A. L. Surru, L.J., concurred.—Counsgt, Channell, Q C., and Montague 
Lush ; C. BE, Bovill. Soxtcrrors, Skipper § Tucker ; Piesss § Son. 


{Reported by Anwoip Gover, Barrister-at-Law. } 




















High Court—Chancery Division. 


COUNTY OF GLOUCESTER BANK v. RUDRY MERTHYR COLLIERY CO. 
—North, J., lst February. 


Mor TGAGE—Bvusingss NOT INCLUDED IN Sxecurrry—Arrorntment or Ree 
CEIVER AND MANAGER. 


This was an application for the appointment of a receiver and 

of a colliery "TRS plaintiie- wore erortgagese who appoluted «receiver 
into possession. The defendants were the trustees for deben- 
ture-holders. 

Norra, J.—The appointment of a receiver and manager is asked under 
the following circumstances :—The plaintiff bank, on the 14th of March, 
1893, took a mortgage from the defendant company. Default in payment 
was made, and posession wee taken on the 9th of October, 1894. Onthe ~ 
27th of December, , the plaintiffs executed a deed appointing a, ~ 
receiver. I do not decide what the effect of that deed was, but I | FA 
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ct. Tt keep water out of the colliery. There are no rents and profits for a tations to be that the a the evidence as to the 
er such receiver to receive. But it is eaid one should be appointed for the purpose | value of the company’s furniture and effects on obtaining the of 
Diect of of giving the plaintiff bank security. It is not a matter of se to | the court to a sale to a new company was given by the secretary, whereas 
© used f appoint a ai be instance of a legal mortgagee ‘ — Se ls te pam aa pyar genet eng te pore 
2, nh. 64). : security not in- A state there vidence 
vee clu in_ his m ; y Vv. ver, and not a | valuers valued the furniture and effects, That the report did not 
th-the ager, Was appo , because the business was not included in the | state that the affidavit of the secretary shewed that the lease of the pre- 
aim mortgage. It is clear the deed does not include the business carried on | mises contained a covenant by the company that they would not make or 
ting te by the defendants upon the premises ; and if that is soa Fag cannot | allow any sale or auction on the premises, and that the report did not state 
ar that be appointed. In Campbell v. Lloyds’ Bank (1891, 1 Ch. 136n.) Chitty, J., | that in the balance-sheets no value was put on the lease of the pre- 
ras not thought the colliery was included in the mortgage. Here the mines, | mises. The applicants proposed to read evidence to ex certain 
rk the seams of coal, and a way-leave are demised, and also the machinery and | matters in the report, but the court refused to give leave. It was said in 
h shi plant not included in the Bills of Sale Act. The machinery and plant for | support of the application that the court jurisdiction to order the 
ve & carrying on the business is therefore not included, and the security does | o' receiver to make another when the report as here did not 
“them not include the colliery or the right to carry on the business: As there is omy with the statutory requirements. There was no primd facie case of r; 
. those nothing to receive, it would be useless to appoint a receiver. I may say frau made out on the report. Re The Phos j 
of the water should be pumped out for the protection of the security of the first | (Limited) (43 W. R. 34; 1895, 1 Oh. 3) Gold Mining / 
ject of mortgagees. No order. Plaintiff to have no costs; defendants to add | (o., Er parte Barnard (40 W. R. 625, 6415 > \e 
costs to security.—Counset, Swinfen Eady, Q.C., and A. a B. Terrell ; | referred to. 
Vebster Woodroffe. + Sate Riddle, Vaizey, $ Smith, for Vachell § Co., Cardiff ; hae z ., dismissed the ap with costs. Boh epee - 
Troke: Ince, Colt, § Ince. sa ivering judgment, two questions. In tst » it 
coud heats ty 4.3. Renenirieoineas was said on behalf of the applicants that there were other facts, ‘not 
appearing upon the report, upon which the applicants relied, and which 
Re WALLIS, TAYLOR v. BOOTH—Stirling, J., 2nd February. yo said would, Ss he seer son — a = — rag — 
TEFIT Witt—Girr To A. AND THE eee | or B.—Persona Desionata—Ciass— oie _ con ua riggs pe go into pose Area hae 00 whathat te 
— prima facie case of fraud shewn by the report could not be rebutted or 
—Ruig This was an application by originating s ons by the beneficiaries | answered. He should not go into such further evidence. A practice of 
4 under a will. The testator bequ®athed an eighth share of the residue of | allowing a sort of half trial in the kind of way sought for by the applicants 
ft was fils eta" “unto and equally between the widow and children or child of | and a conflict of evidence on affidavit would not only be inconvenient, but 
we my deceased friend William Taylor.’’ The said W. Taylor married three | most prejudicial to the proper working of the Act, and he would certainly 
. 20% times, but had in fact survived his last wife. It was contended on behalf | not be a party to it. In his opinion it was not contemplated by the Act 
. one of the children of W. Taylor that the gift to them and the widow was a | that there should be a preliminary contest of this sort, and he might add 
ritio gift to a class, and, therefore, that the whole of the eighth share devolved | that in the present case there was no suggestion that the official receiver 
me hic upon such of the children of W. Taylor as were living at the decease of | had = acted ~ = — A atone cone — > bey as Aho! bse 
the testator. upon the ground that the a were owe go e ce 
be. Srirunc, J., hcld that by the word ‘‘ widow’’ the testator meant a | to my pee the report, and that the report should for this purpose be 
nt th ; definite person who, at the date of the will, answered that description, and, | sent back or taken off the file, was wholly misconceived. Hethought that 
mth! further, that upon the question whether there was a lapse or not the cases | the court ought not to listen to any such application. Then it was said 
: an of Re Allen (29 W. R. 480) and Re Chaplin (12 W. R. 147) were in point, | that the report shewed no case of fraud within sub-section (2) of section 8 
! from and that consequently he was bound to hold that there was a lapse and an | of the Act of 1890. But the report fulfilled in terms the provisions of the 
cti intestacy as to the share which the widow would have taken if she | Act which gave the court jurisdiction mrinta - 
othe had survived the ae. — Counsen, Eve; A. F. Peterson; Yate Lee. ; tion o : minations thoupt 8 ood d 00 Pv 
Souicrrors, Piesse §¢ Sons. opinion of the 6: nm com on 
ef , 
iant [Reported by W. Scorr Taomrsox, Barrister-at-Law.] belts yp ym A — court jertadia ee as far pig ae itself <4 
— tion, if it thought right. That being so, the case was one in which the 
~ to court having jurisdiction ought to have exercised it by granting the order 
sahtel Winding-up Cases. for examination asked for. There was not only the opinion of the official 
oie receiver, but, in his lordship’s opinion, the facts stated in the report 
pose Fi Re NEW TRAVELLERS’ CHAMBERS (LIMITED)—Romer J., 4th | shewed that the opinion of the official receiver had a substantial basis, and 
shich February. he thought that the facts ehewn in the report rendered it advisable that an 
wr Comeany—Wrxvrxc vr—Orrictan Reortver—Furtuer Revort—Pvatic | Order should be made by the court for the examination as F nape by 
oreby EXAMINATION—STATEMENT oF Oprnton—Priwa Facre case or Fraup— | sub-section 3 of section 8. The court therefore had jurisdic to make 
Own. Furtusr Evrpence —Compantes (Wrxpina-vr) Acr, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. | the a apr me of its a = oe a oo 
~ @s : Res ws 2. 3. examination. mstances person liberty raise, 
— wy . ee. , it were, a preliminary discussion and move to the order made 
a The above-named company was incorporated in May, 1891, for the pur- | by the court on the ground that no fraud, strictly , Was proved 
ehalt poee of establishing and conducting a club and to acquire the benefits of | hy the statements in the report, and to raise a argument, as 
Wig certain agreements under which the company became entitled, upon | j¢ were, upon the wording o the report or as to the precise fraud shewn 
1 the terms, toa lease of certain premises. The company was ordered to be by the report? He thought not. That would be a most inconvenient 
wound up in July, 1894. The official receiver, in pursuance of section “ course to be allowed, and one that was not contem: by the Legisla- 
of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, made a report, dated The ture. In his opinion, if the report stated a case W in the opinion of 
Case of November, 1894, and made a further report, dated the 22nd of Decem- | the official eatin we acting honestly and in good faith shewed fraud, and 
aling ber, 1894, upon which an order for public examination was made, dated | ho stated that opinion and the court then, on consideration of the report, 
ight. the 16th of January, 1895. The further report alleged various facts thought there was ground on the report for the official receiver's opinion, 
artle relating to the promotion and management of the company and the con- | there was jurisdiction in the court to make the order for the examination, 
d the duct of the officers thereof, and concluded as follows: “The official | and then, if the court in exercising its discretion, having jurisdiction to 
re to receiver is of opinion that the facts hereinbefore set out shew a pein make the order, did make the order, that ended the matter. The 
facie case of fraud on the part of some persons being directors or Officers | affected by the report ought not to be allowed to apply to the court and 
tague of the company in relation to its affairs since its formation, and that it is 4 ercised its jurisdiction 
~ . thes argue the case whether the court had ex ts j rightly, 
de:irable that a publi hould be held of the persons named | No doubt if the court had exceeded its jurisdiction the 
“| in the schedule hereto.”” The echedule named five persons, four of Whom | conid apply, but that was not the present case.—CounsEt, Swinfen ' 
m' liad been directors and one the secretary of the company. Thig was &@/ QO, and George Henderson; Sir R. T. Reid, A.G., and Ingle Joyce. Sorts 
ry on pee of the directors and the secretary that = xeF cued Te crrors, Hunters ¢ Haynes ; Solicitor to the Board of Trade. 
U ule. 5 » aU CU US ome aITtrery , OJv, Migh : G rs N 
= be amended = _— oft he Nis; on the ground tit the same was not, [Reported by V. pz 8. Fowns, Basrister-at-Lew,] 
60 was 1 - cé With or pursuant to the provisions of the 
ce oe (Winding-up) Act, 1890, and age ~ — So, mis- 
stated or misrepresented the effect of the affidavits an uments on . ey ’ e ivisi 
Re- which it purported to be founded (particulars of which misstatements or High Court Queen s Bench Division. 
misrepresentations were contained in the schedule), and was otherwise REG. o. TOMLINSON—C. 0. R., 2nd February. 
— se hg order made on the _ roam 1885, forthe Crema Law—Demanpinc Money wire Menaces—Tureat or Accusation 
wits - SueNiie“Wiadnee-sieee + the official or Immonat Conpuctr—24 & 25 Vicr. o. 96, s. 44. 
‘“ ’ e C 3 ‘ Gla “net sue i 
receiver was of opinion that any fraud had been committed by ~—s Case stated by Lawrance, J. The prisoner was tried at the Carnarvon 
der in the promotion or formation of the company or by any officer or tor | Assizes upon an indictment under ne 24 c. 96, 
rch, of the company in relation to the company since the formation thereof; | charging him with having sent to tor 
nent (2) the facts stated in that report did not shew that any fraud had been | money with menaces. The question for the court was whether the 
‘the committed by any person, and did not even raise a primd facie case of | contained in the letter were such as are contemplated by the section. The 
ga fraud against any person ; and (3) if the facts were as making | material parts of the letter in question were as follows :—‘‘ I want to 
am out a primd facie case of fraud, the fraud was not the fraud of any let have ten . . « and if I do not get it onc 
1 by in the promotion or formation of the company, or any officer or director ball let Mi : MOr's wile) 
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am not going to suffer tohide you. Ihave had enough of it. You are at 
liberty to shew this to your lawyer or anyone else if you like, but I shall 
certainly do it.—Yours, W. B. Tomurnson.’’ It was contended by counsel 
for the prisoner that the letter did not contain menaces within the 
meaning of the section, but that such menaces must be of injury or violence 
to the m or property, or of accusation of one of the crimes mentioned 
in section 46 of the statute. No counsel now appeared either for the 
prisoner or for the prosecution. 

Tus Covar (Lord Russert, C.J., Pottocx, B., and Wiis, Cuares, 
and Lawrance, JJ.) affirmed the conviction. 

Lord Rvussett, C.J.—This question turns on the construction of section 
44 of 24 & 25 Vict. c. 96, which provides that any person who shall send o 


utter, “‘ knowing the contents thereof, any letter or writing demanding o 
any Revel mesa - . any property, chattel, money, &c., 
shall be guil elony.”’ Section 45 goes on to deal with the crime of 


demanding with menaces or by force property or money with intent to 
steal, and section 46 relates to letters threatening to accuse of certain 
crimes which are there enumerated. Section 49 is as follows: ‘‘ It shall 
be immaterial whether the menaces or threats hereinbefore mentioned be 
of violence, injury, or accusation to be caused or made by the offender or 
by any otherjperson.’’ It is suggested that the menaces mentioned in 
section 44 mean menaces importing injury to person or property, and we 
have to decide whether that limited meaning is to be put on the section. 
The next section draws a distinction between demanding by menaces and 
demanding by force, sv that it would seem that section 44 contemplates 
not only menaces involving force but menaces involving injury. The 
letter in question here was undoubtedly a threat to expose to the 
prosecutor's wife some indecent conduct cn the part of the prosecutor, and 
that is a threat of injury much more serious than many injuries to his 
person or ey. It would be unfortunate if that is excluded from the 
purview of this section. It is said that the language of cection 49 imports 
that a threat of accusation must be a threat of accusation of a crime such 
as those which are enumerated in eection 46. I. think, though with some 
hesitation, that section 44 has a wider application, and may be held to 
include threats or menaces of accusation of misconduct, not amounting to 
crime and not to be confined to menaces of injury to person or property. 
There is no definition of *‘ menace”’ in the statute, and we must give the 
word its ordinary natural signification unless that is displaced by the 
context. I do not think there is anything in this statute to give it the 
restricted meaning suggested. In R. v. Smith (19 L. J. M. C. 80) a letter 
was written to a firm of bankers sta¥ffig That if money was not paid the 
bank would be broken into by burglars. The question was whether this 
fell within the similar enactment of 7 & 8 Geo. 4, c. 29, s. 8, and Wilde, 
C.J., eaid, ‘‘ The question is whether an application has not been made for 
| money accompanied by the holding out of a threat that mischief would 
happen to the party addressed if the demand was not complied with.”” In 
R. v. Walton (Leigh & Cave OC. CO. 288) the prisoner obtained money by 
feans reat to execute a distress warrant which he had no authority 
to execute. Thecourt quashed the conviction, on the ground only that 
| the chairman ought not to have done more than lay down the principle of 
| law, and ought not to have stated to the jury that the document in question 
| was in fact a menace within the statute. He_ought, it was said, to have 
| left it to the jury to say whet were_snch Xi Aifect the 
0 St ee ee wi erwise have 
done. e shew the principles which are applicable é 
cases. I think the present case falls within those principles, and that the 
conviction should be affirmed. 

Po.iockx, B.—I have arrived at the same conclusion. 

Wits, J.—I am of the same opinion. I think the case is really within 
section 49. The words ‘‘injury’’ and ‘‘accusation’’ ought to be 
liberally construed. If the thing threatened is something which will do 
the person harm it is an injury, and I do not think that ‘‘ accusation”’ is 
limited to an accusation of one of the crimes enumerated in eection 46 or 
to an accusation of a criminal offence at all. The decision that the threat 
must be such as would act on a firm man must be taken liberally. The 
people who are a on by offenders of this class are often people who 


are notof very firm mind, bu{,_of course, it isnot sufficient if it is a threat 
We no wo attention to. Bor 


ARLES, J.—I am 0 same opinion. Ido not think the words in 
sections 45 to 49 were such as to justify in putting this restricted meaning 
on the words of section 44. 

Lawrance, J.,agreed. Conviction affirmed. 


[Reported by T. R. C. Ditx, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


ABBOTT & CO. v. WOLSEY—I1st February. 


Satz or Goops—Memorannpum in Warririne—AccerTance—Sa.e or Goops 
Act, 1893 (56 & 57 Vict. c. 71), 8. 4, suB-secrions 1, 3. 


This was an appeal by the defendant from the decision of the county 
court judge at Wandsworth. It raised, among others, the question as to 
what is a sufficient dealing with goods to bring an unwritten contract for 
the tale of goods within the exception in tection 4 of the Sale of Goods 

| 1893, In July, 1894, a verbal contracf"was made between the plain- 
e defendant for the sale by the plaintiff to the defendant of a 
quantity of hay ebove the value of £10. On the 13th of July a sold note 
was issued by the plaintiffs in the following terms :—‘‘ Sold to W. H. 
ay i of Nine Elms, about twenty tons second quality Dutch hay, at 
72s. 6d. per ton, delivered alongside Wolsey’s Wharf, . . . barge to 
be before 2lst July or order cancelled.’’ The hay was not 
agreed verbally to take the hay if placed alongeide his wharf by the 8th of 
to e hay e his wharf by the 8 
A The hay arrived on tek Go, ned note was handed 
the lighterman to the defendant’s man, and the defendant went on 





the barge, rolled the hay over, took out a sample, and said, “‘ This hay ig: 
not equal to my sample, and I will not have it.”” In letters written sub. 
sequently the defe: t referred to the contract as set down in the sale. 
note. A letter written on the 8th of August was to the following effect :—“ J 
am in receipt of your telegram, but, as I know of nothing which I thiuk re. 
uires to go to arbitration, I simply refuse the hay. I bought good sound old 
utch hay, none of which description this answers to; the hay was to be 
delivered by the 21st of July, and I now absolutely refuse the hay.’’ Two 
other letters, written on the 9th and 10th of August respectively, were to 
much the same effect, and in neither of them did the defendant refer to 
the verbal notification made on the 4th of August, that he would take the 
hay if delivered by the 8th of August. In an action brought by the 
plaintiffs for damages for non-acceptance of the goods, the county court 
judge held that the original contract for the delivery of hay by the 2Ist of 
July was cancelled, but that there was a new contract for the delivery of 
hay by the 8th of August, which was not in writing, but thut on the 8th 
of August there was such an acceptance of the hay as brought the case 
within section 4, sub-section 3, that is to say, ‘‘ an act in ulation to the 
s which recognizes a pre-existing contract of sale. was contended 

on ap nm act; mere words would 
not amount to a ‘‘ dealing” ; otherwise it would have been sufficient if 
the defendant had said, ‘‘ It is a verbal contract, and I rely on the Statute 
of Frauds.’’ The only act here was the defendant’s taking out a piece of 
hay and looking at it. That was not sufficient: Zuylor v. Smith (1893, 2 
Q. B. 65). The present case is even stronger, for h ere“was no delay 
in notifying the plaintiff of the rejection. The section must mean a 
dealing, which can only be consistent with a eale. Section 34 of the Sale 
of Goods Act expressly reserves to the buyer the right to examine the goods. 
For the respondent it was argued, firstly, that there was still in existence 
a contract, referred to in letters signed by the defendant, that the original 
contract was not cancelled, and that what the defendant did on the 4th of 
August only amounted to a waiver of the condition to deliver by the 21st 
of July; the contract was voidable at the option of the defendant, and 


the defendant waived his option to cancel; it could not have been other- . 


wise than merely voidable, for, if so, the plaintiff, by failing to deliver 
on the 21st of July on a rising market, could have reaped the benefit of the 
difference in price ; the defendant is estopped from saying that the time 
was not extended to the 8th of August. Secondly, on the question of 
acceptance and receipt, the case was similar to Page v. Morgan (15 Q. B. D. 
228), for the barge was lying alongside the arf o! e defendant's 
foreshore ; and the rolling over the hay in the present case was as much 
a dealing with the gocds which recognized a pre-existing sale as the 
opening of sacks in Pagejv. Morgan; at any rate, there was evidence to go 
to a jury; there was clear evidence of receipt in the handing over the 
receiving note to the defendant’s man. 

Wits, J.—I have come to the conclusion, and that pretty clearly, that 
the county court judge was wrong. It is quite clear that the first recog- 
nition of the original contract, so far as the defendant is concerned, was 
in the letters of the 8th, 9th, and 10th of August, in which he accom- 
panies it with the mention of a condition that it was to be cancelled if 
not formed by the 2lst of July. The -circumstances establish that the 
words spoken by the defendant on the 4th of August were not to be) 
considered as an offer to keep alive the original contract in any event. 
The letters, therefore, were nothing more than an expression of his intention 
to act on his option of cancelling the contract. Apart from. that, it is 
said that the facts establish a new contract on the 4th of August to take 
an August delivery on the 8th, and that, if there was a sufficient ery 
ance to satisfy the Statute of Frauds, the plaintiff may still recover on the 
new contract. WhatI cannot see is, that there is any evidence of the 
defendant doing more than a person going to buy would do. I thought 
at first there was something in the s on that the goods had been 
received on the defendant’s foreshore ; but I am satisfied that where the 
defendant speaks of ‘‘ my foreshore,’’ he only means the foreshore off his 
wharf. Then, would anyone who was going to buy hay do levs than this 
mandid? Ithink not. That being so, it cannot be an act in relation to 
the goods which izes a pre-existing contract of sale. I thought at 
first the letter of the 8th of August might throw light on the examination 
of the sample as shewing that it was done under a contract already in 
existence ; that letter does, indeed, recognize a contract already entered 
into; but it is the old written one which was repudiated ; and so no light 
is thrown on the examination. I think, therefore, though one is always 
reluctant to give effect to the Statute of Frauds, that there was no 
evidence of acceptance such as is required by the statute. 

Waricnt, J.—I agree. There was no sufficient memorandum in writing. 
The contract sought to be enforced is a contract for an August — 
The difference between an August delivery and a July delivery is vital 
a contract for the supply of hay. There is not a trace that the defendant 
made any contract for an August delivery. He admits the contract for 
delivery in July, but that was cancelled. On the question of acceptance 
and receipt to satisfy the statute, the receipt is not in question. The case 
falls rather within Zuylor v. Smith than within Payne v. Morgan. All that 
was done was what a person, considering whether he would buy or not, 
would do. The defendant merely took a pinch out of a bundle of hay. 
There was no such dealing with it as to be explicable only on the assump- 
tion that the defendant had agreed to buy.—CounseL, Cluer ; Forman. 
Soricrrors, G. H. Knott ; W. Batham. 


[Reported by C. G. Witseanim, Barrister-at-Law.] 








Mr. John Forbes, Sven. appointed a Commissioner to try the 
municipal ‘agstaffe a 
1 Sussex, on March 4. 


Others v, Blaker, at Burgess-hill, 
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LAW SOCIETIES, 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Spectra Generat, Mzerine. 


A special general meeting of the members of the Inco: ted Law 
Society was held in the hall of the rociety on Thursday, the Slet ult., the 
president, Mr. Jonn Hunter (London), presiding. 

Winpine-vupr Busrgss. 

Mr. F. Rowrzey Parxer (London) asked, as a matter of urgency, a 
question of which he had given the president private notice, but which 
did not appear upon the agenda paper. He inquired whether the atten- 
tion of the council had been called to the statements in end that 
the winding-up business of the courts had been transfe: rom Mr 
Justice Vaughan Williams to Mr. Justice Romer in consequence of the 
manner in which he (Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams) had dealt with the 
case of the New Zealand Loan Co. 

The Presipent : This matter has not been mentioned to the council, but 
it is quite clear that there is nothing in what has been done up to the Sh 
sent time to justify the statement in the Law Journal on which the articles 
in the daily newspapers have been founded. What has been done is the 
direct result of applications made to the Lord Chancellor by this society. 
The first time Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams went circuit after the 
winding-up business had been assigned to him there was a vast amount of 
pressing business before hin in connection with the failure of the 
Australian banks, and great inconvenience was causei by the ab- 
sence of the judge on circuit. The council of this society, and, I 
believe, the Bar Committee, applied to the Lord Chancellor to take steps 
to prevent a repetition of this inconvenience, and the next time Mr. 
Justice Vaughan Williams went circuit the winding-up business was, by 
order of the Lord Chancellor, assigned to Mr. Justice Wright. On the 
following occasion, and on the present, Mr. Justice — Willisms 
and Mr. Justice Wright were both on circuit i cg by the order 
of the 12th of January, 1895, the winding-up business is assigned to Mr. 
Justice Romer ‘‘ during the absence on circuit of Mr. Justice Vaughan 
Williams, commencing on the 14th of January ’’; and the order directs 
that ‘‘on Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams resuming his sittings after such 
circuit, the business be (except as to any applications which may have 
been partly dealt with by Mr. Justice Romer) re-transferred without 
further order to Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams.’’ He concluded by read- 
ing from the Sourcrrors’ Jovrnat of the 19th of Jan the Lord Chan- 
cellor’s order of the 12th of January to which he had reforred. 


Propossp Batu. 


Mr. Wr11am Gopprn (London) moved, in accordance with notice: 
“ That the council be requested to organize a subscription ball in lieu of 
the special general meeting in April nex'.’’ He said he moved the reso- 
lution with considerable hesitation from bis natural timidity and modesty, 
but he brought it forward on behalf of the younger members of the 
society. He reminded the meeting of what had been done on previous 
occasions. In connection with the Jubilee celebrations a ball was held in 
the hall in 1887, which was attended by between 2,000 and 3,000 
and members. Two or three years later—namely, in July, 1890—Mr. 
Munton had proposed that in the following April a conversazione or other 
entertainent should be held in lieu of the April meeting. The motion 
was adopted, and in the following April a ball was held instead of the 
meeting, when between 800 and 1,000 guests and members were present. 
At that time Mr. Munton had won their suffrages by that the 
members of the society had considerably increased in numbers, and that 
it would promote amity amongst the profession and give solicitors an 
opportunity of meeting one another. He thought he might say the 
council had pretty well decided to organize a ball, which, of course, they 
might do in the ordinary performance of their we The question for the 
meeting was whether it should take place inst of the April meeting. 
If the meeting should agree to this, although the m would not be 
held as of course, it was not impossible that the co might find it 
necessary about that time to convene a special meeting to consider an 
important topic which they had now before them, so that it did not follow 
that the society would not meet in April, but it would not. meet necessarily 
and of course. 

Mr. F. K. Mcwron (London) seconded the motion. He did think 
that amity would be promoted by having now and again a ball or concert 
or something of the kind. He felt he was justified in so doing because he 
happened to be the member who enpersted the society should have 
January and April meetings some twelve or thirteen years ago. It was 
found by experience that there were seldom matters of very great import- 
ance to consider at the April meetings, and a large number of members 
were not present. 

Mr. Parxer urged that the words ‘in lieu of the special general meet- 
ing in April next ’’ chould not form part of the motion. He was delighted 
when the hall conld be placed at the service of the junior members of the 
society, or any other members, more especially as this was to be a sub- 
scription ball, and might bring in something to the funds to be applied to 
objects, such as the library, which all at heart. Were — of 
opinion that the ball was better than holding a meeting, notw ig 
the times in which they were living and the serious questions which were 
coming forward? Did Mr. Godden wish it to go forth to the world that 
the junior members overruled the remainder, and that were no 
serious matters to bring forward ? 

Mr. A. H. Hastie (London) thought it a most indecent thing to do away 
with the business in order to have a ball. ‘ 
Mr. W, P. W. Pumumorz (London) wished to know whether the pre- | 





























































Mr. Goppan said an brought forward in favour of the 
ball of 1891 to the effect that country as oe ee 
aon oe os a et a - 
lore, partly on country practice. . 
Mr. org thought would do well to defer the question 
altogether, and leave it for the j members if wanted a ball to: 
make to the council for the use of the and that would, 
atiain the object for which ba ange be alge ee» Age gee He. 
had been saguantion that the April ; 
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The Praesent pointed out that if the amendment were carried, it id no- 
way would interfere with the motion that there should be a bail. 

The amendment was adopted by a large majority, and was then put as° 
a substantive motion. a 

Mr. E. K. Birra (London) suggested that the motion should be left’ 
open so that it might be a convereazione or ball. : 

The Prestpent said Mr. Godden thought it should be a ball, and the. 


substantive motion was adopted. 
Country Courts. 
Mr. E. J. Trvusrram (London) moved: ‘** having regard to the in- 
jurisdiction of county courts, it is to nominate a small 
committee of members conversant with the practice of these courts, . 
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county court required very careful consideration. Oounty court work was 
becoming exceedingly ————s and there was no guide to the solicitor, 
and — small guide to the registrar, on many —- The registrars said 
they did not know—they were not certain. Such a committee as that pro- 
would receive suggestions from their fellow-members of the profes- 
whenever they came across an instance of default, and great good 

would be done in the way of removing these anomalies. 

Mr. Eanzst Topp (London) asserted that the rules of the county courts 
were not in line with the practice of the county courts as they exist to- 
day. They were framed with the view of providing for the business of 
small debts, and not with a view to the large increase in the work incident 
to the transfer of actions from the High Court. Another very material 
point was that as solicitors, and particularly as solicitor advocates, they had 
tocontend with the feeling that existed in favour of thebar. He spoke of 
the metropolitan courts, having had no experience outside London. It 
must be remembered that the judges who presided over the courts were 
members of the bar. They had very naturally a feeling in favour of their 
or pe ae brethren. He did not say that caused a feeling to exist in 

minds against solicitors, but he did say that it was very apt to create 
a bias against solicitors. It was a fact that if counsel in forensic costume 
Was ecen appearing against the solicitor in ordinary dress it had some 
Frage he ge the hearing of the case. It behoved the society on behalf of 
the profession to see that solicitors had a fair right of audience, and 
that they were not put upon by judges or anyone else, and generally that 
the interests of the solicitor branch of the profession should be looked after 
in the county courts. This became the more necessary having regard to 
the fact. that these interests did not so much concern the council 
personally, who were a body of gentlemen who from the nature of their 
practice at the present time would not be likely to have anything to do 
with the county courts, and therefore it was necessary they should have 
assistance from outside members. 

Mr. W. 8S. Roczrs (Birmingham) observed that although in the firat 
instance the county court was a small debt collecting court that day 
had clearly gone by. Its jurisdiction had been creeping up until it had 
included the winding up of companies whose capital did not exceed 
£30,000. The costs allowed required very careful revision. He wished 
to in no way offensively, but he affirmed that that scale was made 
by bar for the bar. It ought, further, to be possible when the lay client 
desired his own solicitor, in whom he had confidence, to appear in the 
court in his behalf, that it should be to the interest of the solicitor to. do 
so, and not that it should be to his interest to attend there himself and to 

a barrister with him. In ninety-nine cases out of a hundred the 

tor was distinctly pounds out of pocket by not briefing counsel. It 

@ very regrettable thing that a solicitor by the county court scale 

should be allowed fifteen shillings for sitting by counsel and doing nothing 

and a for conducting the whole case. He sincerely hoped, in the 

in of the whole profession—for there was no doubt that in the future 

the county court would be much more important than at present—he 

sincerely hoped a committee would be formed as suggested to keep the 
society au courant in legislation in this direction. 

Mr. T. W. Satmon (London) entirely concurred with the motion, but 

the committee should be larger, so as to be more representative. 

‘What was the position of the solicitor? He should like to ask gentlemen 
the City of London Court before the commissioner what 

ht of the way in which solicitors were treated there? They all 

in the papers what the commissioner said. If the society had a large 
tative committee he believed that those solicitors who went 

the learned commissioner would have their hands considerably 


Mr. R. A. Wriucock (Wolverhampton) agreed with Mr. Rogers as to the 
Gisadvantage at which solicitors were placed when practising as advocates 
— the bar, and cordially supported him when he drew attention to 

scale of costs. 

: Mr. E. K. Bryru (London) thought that two members of the council and 
five outside members were not sufficient for the work, especially as they 
would not all be able to attend regularly. He suggested that there should 
be five members of the council and seven outside members. This would 
always secure a practical working number. 

Mr. Gruen suggested that the motion should stop short at the words 
*$ submitting recommendations to the council,’’ so as to leave the decision 
as to the number of the committee and its composition to the council. 


Mr. Tavsrrau eae his ment with this. 
The Presivenr said he should like to say, on behalf of the council, that 
had not the slightest objection to the motion. On the other hand, 
they would be glad of external assistance in looking after the interests of 
in the county courts, as they had been in former times when 
had availed themselves of outside assistance in looking after the in- 
in the High Court. He hoped there would not be 
that the members of the council as they existed had no 
of county courts. Without speaking of the general 
actually three trars of county courts on the council 
e—Mr. Thos. Marshall, of Leeds; Mr. Cooke, of Nor- 
B. Margetts, of Hun on. With these gentlemen on 
were always able to get information as to the details of 
arising in practice, but in addition to that he sup that 
of the council had to have ome experience of the county 
time to time, and he had no doubt the next generation would 
more to do with the county courts than with anything else, 
any information the council could get would be cordially wel- 
by them for the benefit of the lession and of ‘the public. The 
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r had suggested that it would be better perhaps to say, “‘ such 
prewar dyes comprise some members of the council and other members 
by the council,” 





The motion was then put and carried in the following form: ‘‘ That, 
ha regard to the increasing jurisdiction of county courts, it ig 
ex t to nominate a small committee of members conversant with the 
practice of these courts, with the view of from time to time submitting 
recommendations to the council.”’ 

Mr. Goppsn thought it would be convenient that the outside members 
should be at once nominated. 

The Presrpent said the names might be read out now, and that the 
council should reserve their decision as to the selection they would make, 

Mr. Trustram accordingly suggested the following names: Mr. A, 
Forbes, Mr. H. J. Bull, Mr. T. A. Woodbridge (Brentford), Mr. Ernest 
Todd (Church & Co.), Mr. W. H. Matthews (Ashbourne), Mr. Sidney 
Morse. He (Mr. Trustram) should also be glad to serve if he could be 
of ae use. Many other gentlemen had written to him and offered their 
services. 

The Presipgnt suggested that any gentlemen who were willing to render 
assistance should write to the secretary, and the council would select the 
names to serve on the committee, 


Lone Vacation. 


Mr. Parxer moved, in accordance with notice, “That, for the purpose of 
expediting litigation and diminishing expense, it is desirable that the 
long vacation be abolished.” He said the question had been before the 
society for years, but had never yet been debated in the hall. It wasa 
matter of extreme importance. He might say at once that he did not intend 
the resolution to mean, as some had stated, that the courts should be open 
continually from Whitsuntide to Christmas. On the contrary, he was 
desirous of substituting a real holiday for the fifth term, which was now 
growing up, and which was becoming an intolerable burden, The question 
had been before the society for upwards of twelve years. It was first brought 
up by Mr. Blyth, at the provincial meeting at Sheffield in 1880, who had 
written a paper on the subject. The paper was unfortunately late on the 
list, and it was not read, and therefore there was no discussion. But the 
paper was printed and circulated in the ordinary course to the members of the 
society. In it Mr. Blyth had said that it would be difficult to justify the 
closing of the courts for three months, except for what the vacation judges 
choose to deem vacation business. He asked whether the refusal of justice 
for three whole months is an institution for the welfare of the community, 
and argued that it is not possible to contend for a moment that the long 
vacation is an advantage to the general public. The subject next came 
before a most important and influential committee of the society—the 
Judicature Committee, appointed in 1882, and presided over by Mr. Crowder, 
Among the members were such eminent names as Mr. Godden, Mr. Griffiths, 
of Bedford-row, Mr. Hunter, the present president, Mr. Grinham Keen, 
Mr. Kimber, Mr. Munton, Mr. Pennington, Mr. Walters, Mr. Saunders, of 
Birmingham, Mr. Ellett, of Cirencester, Sir J. ‘I. Woodhouse, of Hull, and 
Mr, Marshall, of Leeds, and the conclusion of their report was that, as the 
subject of the long vacation had been prominently mentioned, the committee 
desired to express their opinion on the subject, and they accordingly 
the following resolution—viz.: ‘That the interests of suitors call for a 
reduction of the long vacation.” That report was adopted unanimously at a 
special general meeting of the members in February, 1882, but in the report 
of the council presented at the annual meeting in July following it was not 
mentioned. The subject next came ap at Hull, when Mr. William Ford, of 
London, an ex-president, who no doubt was impelled to bring it forward by 
reason of that report of the committee, read a eee in which there wes a para- 
graph with which he (Mr. Parker) most cordially agreed. It said,“ Lawyers can 
never expect, and ought not to desire, to preserve a state of things which is 
autagonistio to the general good; nothing is more certain than that in the 
long run the interests of solicitors are identical with those of their clients. 
What is good for the client ‘must in the end be best for the solicitor, and it 
is entirely from this point of view that the question should be argued and 
decided.’’ He then went on to argue perfectly inconsequentially. He 
(Mr. Ford) asserted that the long vacation should be retained, 
but he totally failed to shew why lawyers should be subjected to a 
close time to which no other profession was subject, and he concluded by 


“moving that the council of the society should be requested to resist any 


efforts that may be made to abolish the long vacation or to curtail its length. 
That resolution was seconded by Mr. Sydney Smith, Mr. Herbert, of 
London, led the opposition, and some of his remarks he (Mr. Parker) entirely 
agreed with. Mr. Herbert said he believed the long vacation to be a legal 
scandal, From a professional, as well as from a public point of view, the 
abolition of the vacation would be a benefit. Its effect was to throw into 
confusion for three months the business of an office, as well as to create a 
farce in the transaction of work in chambers. He was not in favour of the 
abolition of the vacation so much as in favour of its abridgment. He would 


also limit to matters of real interest and importance the work to be done during’ 


the vacation. Mr, Herbert was followed by Mr. Kimber, of London, an 
then Mr. Colborne, of Newport, moved as an amendment, ‘‘ That, in the 
opinion of this meeting, the long vacation may be considerably shortened, to 
the great advantage of the suitors, and not to the detriment of the interests 
of the profession.” Mr, Debenham, of London, seconded the motion. Mr, 
Pennington, who shortly after was president, suprorted it, and tru-ted they 
would either adopt the amendment or negative the motion. The result was 
the amendment was carried. The next step naturally was that tho subject 
would have come up in the report of the council at the annual meeting in the 
following July, but there was no mention of it in the report. In the follow- 
ing October the society met at Bath, and a paper was read by Mr. Chas. 
Ford, of London, upon the subject of the long vacation. Mr. Ford moved 
a resolution, which, after amendment, was carried in the following form :— 
“ That the interests of suitors call for a reduction of the long vacation, and 
that greater facilities ought to be given during such vacation, as eh 

for the dispat-h of business in the offices pop. bo wie of the courts,” That 
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was carried unanimously. Thus there were two resolutions at two provincial 
m etings and a report of a committee recommending some step of this sort. 
But at the next annual general meeting of the society there was no hint of 
the sibject in the council’s report. The matter then slept till 1892, when the 
council appointed a further committee of a vory representative character. 
The committee was presided over by the present president, and there were 
on it such eminent solicitors as Mr. Attlee, of London, Mr. Budd, the present 
vice-president, Mr. Cunliffe, Mr. Ellett, of Cirencester, Mr. Francis (Field, 
Roscoe, & Co.), Mr. Godden, Mr. Gray Hill, of Liverpool, Mr. Hollams, 
Mr. Johastone (Gregory & Oo.), Mr. Grinhim Keen, Mr. B. G. Lake, Mr. 
Markby, Mr. Pennington, Mr. Rawle, Sir Albert Hollit, and Mr. Walters 
That committee reported that the long vacation as such should be entirely 
abolished, and that the courts and offices should be open continuously through- 
out the year, except during the usual short recesses at Easter, Whitsuntide, 
and Christmas, or say for the week before Easter vr: Suge the week after, 
the last week of August and the first week of September, and the last ten 
days of December and the first four days of January, and the Bank Holidays of 
Whit-Monday and August, but that each officer of ths courts, from the highest 
to the lowest, should by rotation have a long vacation at a convenient period 
during the year to be arranged by the heads of departments. That was in 
March, 1892. The subject should have come up upon that report at the 
annual meeting in July following, but the council's report was again silent 
upon the subject. In the following October the meeting of the society at 
Norwich passed a resolution, moved by Mr. Blyth and seconded by Mr, 
Gray Hill and carried unanimously, in the precise terms of the recom- 
mendation of that committee. Now at length the council gave tongue, and 
in the annual report of July, 1893, dealt with the resolution of the Norwich 
meeting, net the suggestion of the committee, Their report was to the 
effect that, on consideration of this resolution, they did not think it 
would b> expedient to recommend such a sweeping alteration, but they had 
suggost»d to the Lord Chancellor that provision should be made for the 
transaction as a matter of course during the loug vacation of certain 
business. [Mr. Parker gave this in full as set out in the note at the end of 
this report of the meeting.] Continuing, he ssid it would be observed that 
the council gave no reasons why they thought it expedient that the resolu- 
tion of the Norwich meeting should not be carried into effect. It was to his 
mind evident that that report was a compromise report, and appeared in that 
form in consequence of a serious division of opinion upon the council. To 
his mind that report must be unsatisfactory to both sides. It must be 
unsitisfactory to those who maintained that the long vacation should be a 
close holiday, when nothing should be done, f»r how could they welcome 
such an addition to the present vacation work. It was unsatisfactory to 
those who say, as he did, that the long vacation as it exists should be 
abolished, and that a real holiday should be introduced. They all knew the 
congestion of work which took place during the vacation, and the loss of 
money and time thus occasioned. If they would contrast the holiday which 
existed thirty years ago with that at present, how diff. rent was the state of 
circumstances? In those days there was no vacation court, no vacation bar, 
no vacation business. There was a vacation judge, who might be found at 
the seaside or in the highlands of Scotland. The delivery of pleadings in 
the vacation was totally unknown, and it was part of the training of an 
articled clerk to know all the tricks and dodges by which a suitor could be 
thrown over the vacation. At present there were two courts sitting, often 
early and late, and not finishing their business. There was a vacation bar 
and vacation business. If an order was made, nine times out of ten it was 
de bene esse, and would only hold good till the judge to whose court the suit 
was attached returned, and if the assertion of urgency was not adopted by 
the learned judge the application might be dismissed with costs, and the 
solicitor had to meet an infuriated client who complained of the uncertainty 
of the law. If any orders were obtained that could have been obtained 
under the old régime, they had to be got in court instead of by the 
cheaper process of chambers. He was no destroyer of landmarks, nor 
did he want to take away any man’s well-earned holiday. The 
destroyer of the long vacation was the Judicature Act of 1873, which 
enacted that provision shall be made by rules of court for the hearing darin, 
vacation by judges of the High Oourt of Justice and the Court of A) 
respectively of all such applications as may require to be immediately or 
promptly heard.” The long vacation of thirty years ago had gradually 
to exist. A commercial court was to be established next month, and 
he thought he might truly say they all welcomed the establishment of that 
tribunal, and that they would all do their utmost to make it a success. Bu’ 
did the Lord Chief Justice think that court could —— its sittings from 
the beginning of August to the end of October? Ofcourse not It was 
formed for the purpose of winning back to the legal tribunals that work 
which had gone to the chambers of commerce, private arbitrations, and 
private tribunals such as that set up by the City of London. It was 
founded on the ashes and the failure of the latest p of the Guildhall 
scheme. If it was to be a success it must keep its doors open during the 
long vacation or it would never get back the . If that was the state of 
things, there would be next vacation not only the regular vacation courts but 
the sittings of the Commercial Court. The long vacation as it at present 
existed was intolerable. He left it to his seconder to speak of that period of 
pressure that set in with the middle of July and lasted into September ; of 
the loss te solicitors by reason of their locked-up capital and enforced 
idleness ; of the extreme difficulty of giving adequate ays to their clerks 
during ten and a half weeks, holidays which ought to be spread all over the 
whole year. The latest ramour was that the bar were going to move that plead- 
ings should be deliverable as of course from the Ist of October. He would 
remind the meeting that even if the resolution were carried it was not bind- 
ing upon the council, who, under the bye-laws, were not bound to adopt it, 
but could bring it forward at a special general meeting and give their 


reasons. The council would thus have ample of explaining | he had 


‘their own views upon this important question, w was of doubly eerious 





importance when one bore in mind the numerous rivals on all sides, and the 
struggles solicitors had with officialism. 

Mr. H. E. Grresie (London) seconded the motion. They 
council had the interests of the society at heart, but it had not thought right 
to indorse the very numerous recommendations made to it in this matter. 
Solicitors were in this position : In July a client instracted his solicitor to 
commence an action. solicitor could issue a statement a 
couple of weeks after he would have to tell the client that 
for three months, and nothing could be done. If an appointment was taken 
in chambers preliei pry aphr. pory. fag July by the offi 
chief c'erk’s chambers that not give an appointment because they 
were too crowded, and that the matter must go over the vacation. These 
were two instances which were constantly occurring. For solicitors, at the 
present epoch, to be hampered in this way in carr 
their clients was very unreasonable. that they had all done their best 
to shorten the proceedings and to deprive | in every way of the tech- 
nical difficulties which surrounded it, it be very weak to stop short at 
a point when they could assist in the benefit of these alterations. 
He took it that the labours of all these which had sat on 
the subject of shortening lit'gition and cheapening it was with the object 
of providing solicitors with a better article to sell to their clients in the 
shape of cheaper and speedier litigation. and how could reconcile these 
efforts with leaving this long period of ten and a half 
nothing could be done unprotested against. His views were expressed dis- 
tinctly in the resolution of the committee of March, 1892. He was quite 
aware it was not practical, and for that reason, in addition, he su Mr: 
Parker's resolution. The abolition of the long vacation, pure and simple, 
would amount to this, that solicitors would be able to prepare and deliver 
pleadings during that period. That was not a very serious altoration of 
practice, but it made all the difference whether a client was to be tied up for 
three months or not. The other alteration would be that the sittings at 
chambers would be affected. There was a rule which prescribed that during 
the long vacation the chambers ghould be closed. He was very desirous to 
see the chambers closed for as short a time as possible. The chief clerksand 
the masters must have rest from their labours, and must occasionally tike 
holidays, and it might be desirable to close the chambers for a short in 
August. The actual business done during the vacation months must 
naturally be less because people were out of town. Thus fewer chief clerks 
and officials would bo ne It would vay greatly advance litigation 
which needed pressing on, and which came with overwhelming force on the 
vacation chief clerk, and which was necessarily, to some extent, shelved 
him. He believed there weuld be no difficulty about solicitors arranging’ 
their own holidays. 

The Prestpent said he would like to nnens the information supplied by 
Mr. Parker. Mr. Parker had carried the subject down pebeop) 5 mgt ha § 
1894, and the letter to the Lord Chancellor in consequence of Norwich 
meeting. Since that time a letter had been received from the Lord Chan- 
cellor, addressed to the council, inquiring whether they would approve of the 
suggestion that instead of, as at present, excluding the 


vacation in the computation of time for the deli cae 
the period from the 12th A to the 24th Beptember only should 


: 


excluded. That was cuttin the long vacation —— 
be month. And on the 20th November cou wrote to the Tod 


the 
Chancellor signifying their approval. 

Mr. T. Rawza (London) 8 the council were very much in accord with 
Mr. Parker, and that the im of the question had justified every word 
Mr. Parker hed adéreated 0s ig Oe og a eae the 

t trouble and the amount of the 
ag What they must do must be to bring the question 
of ical politics. He (Mr. Rawle) was not in favour of the total abolition 
of the long vacation. It was as necessary that there should be 
close time for the lawycra of es as for lawyers everywhere 
Mr. Munton would tell them that for lawyers all over 
where civilizition prevailed there was a 
surrounded with some very curious questions. To 
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course they all that in a complicated state of society it was 

that the w Sete Ge ae to be of 

eleven wesks. That was a monstrous state 
to run about catching injunctions from a Vice-Chancellor a 

his back in the Thames, or taking his shire. 

the ¢ ich ae But they t 

the cases which were . Bu 

direction of a little further the 

referred. Mr. Parker had read a recommendation 

how Lord a which peg ng = the 

. It was a letter addreseed 
to his inquiry for a statement as to the business the council considered 
reasonably be transacted during the vacation. . 
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He (Mr. Rawle) did not see 


H 
; 
Eg 
£82 


sf 
3 


















252 _ghirlps 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 








the geotety ‘het passed a resolution that the long vacation should in their 
materially shortened, and that the delivery of pleadings 
t the long vacation should be allowed as a matter of right. The 
letter continued that it was of no use to pro a thing which was not 
within the scope of practical politics. He (Mr. Rawle) thought the society 
went too far at the Norwich meeting, but Mr. Parker’s motion went farther 
still. He would move as an amendment ‘that tho long vacation should be 
materially shortened, and that pleadings should be delivered and other 
business transacted throughout the long vacation.” 
Mr. F. K. Muwrtow (London) seconded the amendment. He had sat on the 
of 1482 and of 1892. There was a difference of opinion upon the 
su at both these committees, and he thought they could not find a more 
ing reason for hesitating in pa-sing this resolution than in the fact that 
= bey two gentlemen like Mr. Parker and Mr. Gribble, both in the front 
of the profession, both having very large experience, taking a different 
view. It was for that reason, a reason which had obtained all the way 
along for the last fifteen or twenty years, they should hesitate before agree- 
ing to the resolution. It was true that in almost all parts of Europe there 
was a vacation of some sort, and he did not see how they could have such a 
vacation as was suggested incidentally by Mr. Parker and Mr. Gribble, of 
two or three weeks. If they were to have the long vacation shortened, in 
which he quite agreed, he hoped bank holiday would be dealt with, so that it 
came within the cnr vacation, and not just before, when nine people out of 
ten were enjoying a holiday, and it was very difficult indeed for solicitors to 
their clerks to attend t> business. He believed there were something like 
900 lawyers’ clerks in London. The vacation throughout Europe was 
duriog July, August, and September, and if a change was made he trusted 
the vacation would begin on the Ist of August, and that they would so get rid of 
ge trouble of the bank holiday just before the racation. He thought that 
. Rawle’s suggestion met the occasion, and that they had better content 
themselves with it, without pledging the society to the resolution, which, 
as Mr. Gray Hill said it was, practically impossible to carry out. 
Mr C. Foarp (London) supported the original motion. He did so from the 
t of the view of the interests of the public. He had not heard that the 
of the public were promoted by the scandalous existence of the long 
vacation. Suitors and the public at large were beginning to find out what a 
gcandalous and iniquitous state of things went on so far as the High Court 
was concerned, and they preferred to get justice from the county court tri- 
bunals. He was for abolishing this miserable, execrable thing called the 
long vacation. If they demanded it they would get a much better reform 
than if nibbled at the matter by adopting the amendment. There was 
@ grave and gross denial of justice to the suitors by this so-called long vaca- 
was invented, not in the interest of the public, but for the 
comfort and convenience of the different branches of the legal profession. 
Every kind of public business in the courts should be conducted throughout 
. That did not necessitate the doing away with holidays. 
z Mr. Hasrie said he looked at the matter from a professional point of view. 
did not believe the judges were going to let the long vacation be cut 
3 and barristers, with the enormous stress that was put upon them 
the working part of the year, must have a long holiday. 
E, K. Buyru (London) supported the motion. Mr. Parker felt as 
cordially as any of them that a holiday of six weeks or two months was 
to gentlemen engaged in professional work, such as that of 
solicitors. He preferred not to be tied down to a particular time, and that 
the profession should be at liberty to take their holidays when and where 


Parxek, in reply, said he was sorry he could not accept the amend- 
ment, His motion been circulated throughout the country, and he had 
himself down to it. If Mr. Rawle would crystallize his amendment 
wn to a certain period it would be different. He (Mr. Parker) did not pro- 
to abolish holidays, but merely that they should be sp throughout 

ear, 

Paesipaent observed that the council were very much in the 
game position as members of the society generally. Some took one 
view, and somo another, and as Mr. Parker had properly pointed out 
the communications which had been made to the Lord Chancellor 
Were as they must be, in cases such as that, the result of a compromise, 
The resolution which a ro rig in 1892, _ cree’ by t . ae 

was proposed by Mr. Budd, the vice-president, and secon 
Mn Godden, and supported by severa! other saahen of the council, but 
when it came up from the committee to the council there was a sufficient 
minority of ear the other way to prevent it being cordially acted upon, 

The amendment was then adopted by 59 votes to 32, in the following 
: That the long vacation should be materially shortened, and that 
should be delivered, and that other formal business should be 
throughout the long vacation, as mentioned in the annual report 

the council for 1893.” It was then put as a substantive motion. 
Mr, W. R. Drspzw (London) moved as an amendment to omit the words 


y ; 
was negatived, 5 votes being given in its favour, 
ve motion was then adopted, and the proceedings closed with 
to the President, which was moved by Mr. Forp. 
ions in the President’s letter were as follows :— 
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Chancery Division.—(1) Agpeicionent of new trustees and of trustees under 
@ Settled Land Acts and otherwise, and all other applications under the 
Land Acts, and the Settled Estates Acts; (3) applications under 
Vendor and Purchaser's Act, 1874; (3) the issue of summonses under 

55, and dealing with the subject of the application; (4) applications 
seeing be the guardianship and maintenance of infants; (5) applications 
under the Infants Marriage Set'lements Acts, or in a pending action where 
Ko . @ ward of court; (6) ag under the Conveyancing 


the Sdastion of via shox 





op mage or payment into or out of court; | hb 
be seastodil aa Te UN eines chan a fund, 


urgent and s reasons can be shewn; (9) accounts and inquiries 
directed ‘by any Order should also be allowed to be proceeded with if the 
judge so orders. Queen's Bench Division.—(1) Taxation of costs; (2) ap- 
plications by married women under the Fines and Recoveries Abolition Act ; 
(3) decree absolute for divorce ; (4) applications for the appointment of an 
rye , umpire, and other matters of procedure, under the Arbitration 
Act, 188. 





UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


February 4—Mr. C. W. Williams in the chair—Mr. A. M. Begg 
moved, ‘‘ That the decision of the Divisional Court in Zgleton v. Barclay ¢ 
Co. (Times, Jan. 17) was wrong.”” Mr. M. R. Miller opposed, and Messrs, 
Gilbert, Atkins, and Williams spoke on the motion, which was lost by one 
vote after Mr. Begg’s reply and the question had been put to the house. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupents’ Denatinc Socrery.—Feb. 5—Chairman, Mr. T. 8, 
Wilkinson.—The subject for debate was, ‘‘ A. is a member of a member- 
ship club, which is admittedly used both by members and others for 
betting purposes. A., however, does notso use theclub. Can he be indicted 
under 16 & 17 Vict.c.119?’? Mr. G. A. Anderson (in Mr. Daniells’ 
absence) opened in the affirmative. Mr. Everington (in Mr. Curteis’ 
abeence) opened in the negative. The following members also spoke :— 
Messrs. Trevor Roberts, Goodall, Douglas Dickson, A. E. Clarke, Watson, 
Blagden, Tebbutt, H. Harcourt, and Berryman. Mr. Anderson replied. 
The motion was lost by four votes. The subject for debate at the next 
meeting of the society, on Tuesday, February 12, is, ‘‘ That the lunacy 
(duly so found) on conviction (resulting in sentence of imprisonment for 
life) of one of the parties should annul the marriage contract.”’ 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS, 

Mr. O. Maynarp Owen, LL.M, solicitor (Faithfull & Owen), of 11, 
Victoria-street, Westminster, has been appointed Solicitor to the Univer 
tity of Wales. 

Mr. H. A. S1us, solicitor (Molesworths & Sims), Manchester, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 

Mr. J. Lest Fiexp, solicitor, of 59, Lincoin’s-inn-fields, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 

Mr. W. B. Huxuez, solicitor, of Worcester, has been appointed Hono- 


mer Secretary of the Worcester and Worcestershire Incorporated Law 
ociety. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLvrions. 


Joun Marsuatt Barwick, Davip Fraser Dovotas, and Herman 
Wa.astey, solicitors (Barwick, Douglas, & Walmsley), Yeadon. Jan. 1. 
= Herman Walmsley will continue to practise alone at the above 

8. 
Francis Darwin Huisu and Joseru W11s0n, solicitors (Huish & Wilson), 


Ilkeston. Feb.1. Each partner will practise on his own account. 
[ Gazette, Feb. 5. 





INFORMATION WANTED, 


Wit wantev.—Any person having the will of Mxzsopan Sotomon, 
deceased, widow of Asher Solomon, late of 3, mgr West 
Brighton, is requested to communicate at once with Messrs. Lindo & Co., 
solicitors, Nos. 2 and 3, West-street, Finsbury-circus, London, E.C. 





GENERAL. 


The St. James's Gazette says: A curious result was arrived at at the 
Essex Assizes on Saturday. A woman was charged with demanding money 
from a medical man under threat of the usual sort of accusation. To 
this grave indictment she pleaded ty—most prudently, as the result 
shewed. She was discharged under the First Offenders Act. What, then, 
was the interesting lady’s ? She was born thirty-seven years ago. 
A fairly mature age, it would seem. She was, one might imagine, old 
enough to know better. 


The Public Orator of the University of Cambridge, Dr. Sandys, in pre- 
senting Professor Westlake, Q.0., for the degree of LL.D. honori. 

referred to the professor's distinguished career as sixth Wrangler and 
sixth Classic in 1850, to his success at the bar, his brief tenure of a seat in 
Parliament, and his election as Whewell Professor in 1888. His well- 
known treatise on Private International Law, first published in 1858, re- 
had won him the distinction of am 
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whether in or out of court, has to be divided, and in all other cases where 
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lucido quam severo for academic as well as for general a's was justly 
regarded by experts as corona Cantabrigiensi ee ong the 
important topics dealt with in its pages was a tific ition not the 
system of protectorates adopted in our Indian Empire, while in its retro- 


pa of eatlier treatises on international law it devoted motes — in 
ving a full and faithful representation of the great work of Gro 


ihe Lord Chancellor concluded his statement in the House of Lords 
with regard to the attacks which have been made on him as follows: “I 
have given my word on this matter; I have given potent evidence in sup- 

ort of my word ; but there is something more I am inclined to ap) >. to. 
Phave now epent "twenty years in Parliamentary lif ht of t 
office—in that fierce light which is thrown on the action of every man A 
takes part in Parliamentary life. I ask those who have accused me 
those who have been ready to believe the accusation to what act of mine 
can they point or to what word I have uttered-that would indicate that I 
am capable of this contemptible conduct with which I have been charged ? 
I believe no one could be more alive than I am to the mce of the 
judges being no respecters of persons, for I have myself part pt - 
administration of justice. But there is another danger equall 
guarded against, and it is lest one should trim his sails to nag 4 the ‘or 
sing gust of passion or allow one’s judgment to be overborne by popular 
clamour. I do not resent criticism. I welcome it. I hope I pm a 
be proud enough, or obstinate enough, or stupid enough to fail to Fg 
by it. But the imputation of baseless motives and foul motives is not 
criticism ; it is slander. I have spoken warmly. I hope your lordships 
will pardon me, for I have felt deeply. From the first moment that I 
became Lord Chancellor it has been my dearest ambition that .no act of 
mine should lead to its being held in less esteem, or should diminish the 
dignity of the office. For that I care more than ‘for life itself. If I can- 
not be trusted to discharge the duties which the law has cast upon me 
even with common honesty, I ought not to hold the Great Seal for another 
moment. I am conscious—no one more so—that it may, that it will, pass 
into abler hands than mine. I hope it will not be thought unbecoming of 
me if I add that it will never be held by any one who will discharge the 
duties attached to it with a more sincere regard for its great responsi- 
bilities.”’ 


COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COUKT OF JUDICATURE, 


Rota ov Reaisrrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 











Date Appears. Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
2 No. 2. Currry. Norra. 
Monday, Feb. ... .............. Mr. Godfrey Mr. Farmer Mr. Lavie 
Tuesday ...... Leach Rolt Carri 
Thursday”. om" Rt Carringto 
ursday ....... ac alt D 
Friday .......... of Godfrey Farmer Lavie 
Ba‘ DS cae. & on ainndeuvinhiis 5 Leach Rolt 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice i>. Justice 
STig.ina. Kexewicn. Romer. 
Monday, Feb..................11 Mr. Pugh Mr. Pemberton Mr. Clowes 
Tuesda: 13 Beal Ward Jackson 
Pugh Pemberton Clowes 
Beal Ward J 
Pugh Pemberten Clowes 
Beal Ward J 








Tenders will be received at, the Bank of England on or before the 12th 
inst. for Birmingham Corporation Three per Cent. Stock, amounting to 
£500,000. The minimum price of issue is £105 per cent , aud interest will 
be payable half-yearly. Uuless previously cancelled by purchases in the 
open market, the stock, at the option of the corporation, will be redeem- 
able at par on and after July 1, 1947. 


The applications for £316,500 Ran:sgate Corporation Three per Cent. 
Redeemable Stock on Wednesday amounted to £1,072,200, at prices vary- 
ing from £105 to £100 (the minimum). Tenders at £101 163. 6d. will 
receive about twenty-one per cent. of the amount applied for, those above 
Se ues allotted in full. The average price obtained for the stock 

8. 


Results of Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranfield’s sale of Thursday last :— 
Absolute Reversion to one-ninth of Trust Fund, value £5,700, lives 
51 and 56, £155; Absolute Reversion to £940 Railway Stock, life aged 84, 
of Absolute Reversion to one- -eighth of £10,000 Consols, ‘life 83, 
; Absolute Reversion to one-third of Estate, value £21, 000, life —_ 
ie £3, 070; Reversionary Life Interest, £200 per annum, lives 
14, £1,090; Policy of Assurance for £2) 500, life aged 24, £35; slisies of of 
Assurance for £300 and £200, life aged 61, £236 ; Policies of Assurance 
for £300 and £700, life aged 57, £280; Wyman & Son (Limited), 
£261 5s. 10d. 5 per cent. Debenture Stock in, £190; Gresham Life Office 
(Limited), 80 £5 Shares in, £8 5s. per share. 


Our Health in Winter.—Dr. Andrew Wilson, writing in Lioyd’s 
Newspaper on Diet, says: *‘ The teaching’ of nature should never be 
neglected, and in the matter of winter food let us see we aro not wrong, 
and take sufficient fat, for the changes that result in the wear and tear 
of our bodies are lessened in intensity by the fat of food, and the need 
for flesh is always less when fat forms a dué proportion of our diet.’’ 
The Doctor proceeds to enumerate natural product: that ave ——- 
among them ‘‘ Cocoa” with its contained Cocoa Butter. Relati 
this it may be eaid that Epps's Prepared Cocoa retains all the poner As 
of the natural Cocoa, including the oil or butter, intact.—[Apvr.] 


BIRTHS, parry AND DEATHS. 


Buistows.—Feb. LT enape pote Wexthonme trace the wife of Leonard Syer Bris- 
Dany. dan . Bi, a U1, Id 8.W., the wife of H. Read Darley, barrister- 


law, 


Besmsess.—Sen- 3, at 5, Middleton-row, Caleuta, the wife of C. Carew Robinson, solici- 


ae MARRIAGE. 

— d Christ Church, by the Rev. J. 
Beu.—Grazizr.—On Tuseten, 3 Feb. 5, a Fah De eng :  S he Be 
Sees Bg rien Forest ot Goa firm of Paes Bel to Henle, 
second daughter of of John T. Glazier, Esq., of 

i ay 
gn oe 8, at Dresden, Charles Burrell, B.A., barrister-at-law, formerly of Alton 


Corrox.—Jan. 90, at St. ‘Thomas’-gardens, N.W., Stapleton Cotton, solicitor, late Of 
Birewerora Fes —Feb. 2, Lieut. Howard John Elphinstone, late Highland Light Infantry, 


of Sir Howard Bart., 
Vewrnett.—Feb. 5, at wey tee ee ‘Seen ah Se “Tenet, barrister-at-law, of 
Brick-court, Temple. 









































































Wannino To InTenpinc House Purcuassrs axp Lessees.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the eveny 0 neering Oo. (Cat thorough’ on) 
Exanined by an Expert from The Carter Bros. 

65, Victoria-street, Westminster. - Scales Geos 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875.) —[Apvr. ] 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasetie.—Fatvar, Feb. 1. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lunrep i Caanceny. 
Dapedes Sesame Co, o Kaneems (1x Liqurparios) — Creditors = 
William A. Hawkins, Dock House, } Bile o ~ Th 


Batxton ie Locrep—Petn for minding up. ger mer Jan 30, directed es} poems head 


on Feb 11 2 inthe afternoon Notice 
ing must pe hebn 8 not later an wie oelock Kaen atiee 
Cuameticon Gotp Mixixa Co, Liarrep—Creditors or before April 1, to 
ir names and quatienings f of debts or claims, to John 
Thomas Harrison and Edward Reeves, 4, Lombard court. Armstrong & Lamb, 


53, Moorgate st, solors to liquidators 

Pn be Joint Stock Association, Liarrep—Petn for Ry ad ues SP D neor yy ack Jan a 
directed to be heard on Monday, Feb 11. Swepstone & St. Helen’ 
on Notice of appearing . al ek be cee iene 

"cloe! e afternoon 

Norra Avusrrauiay Terarrory Co, panstae fetes: are required, on or before June 1. 

> send their names and addresses. their debts or claims, to Samuel 
urney Sheppard, 57, Old Broad st. Saunders & Go, 08, Goleman oslo > liidatoe 

Racnenn Devetormeyt anv Exrtogatiox Syypicarte, yom pom ym | their debts oe 
on ot betane IS 90,50 ae Ge and particulars of their or 
claims, to Charles William Moore, care of Ingle & 20, Threadneodle st, solors 


uidator 
Ronenow arms f Semsenaen, Limtep ra an Lote made ponders Pet roy ee "oop Jan ‘ie it 


eo , solors for petner 
Weneteers Gow> Mixixc an Inptan mete Co, Lauren —Cuemiienn § are cuahen de 

og before Moy 36, te cone ee nomey ee er ey pcg nee die 
laims, to Messrs. Robert Bwieg om | Jomnan Lahoushere, Nicholas lane, Harwood 
& Stephenson, 31, Lombard st, for liquidator 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES ei 
Hiseasian Mvxiricent Toxtinxe Society, Liverpool. Ji 
Puawix Farenpiy Society, 196, Smithdown lane, ag Jan % 
London Gazette.—Tursvay, Feb. 5. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luoocrep i Cuanosey. 


Bayoyrnz Sreamsair Co, Laurrep (ux Liqutpatton)—Creditors are required, on or before 
Feb 22, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, tu 
William A. Hawkins, Dock House, Billiter st 


Unsutimirep rx Cuancenry. 

Woxincuam Gas axp Coxe Co—Creditors are Fy ~y on or before ——_ Foy to send 
their names and , and particulars of cde naam Mr. Thomas 
Manley Wes Wescott, Wokingham. Sargeant & Haye, ‘Wokingham, solors to liquidator 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

; | Sigeee Soe Co-orgzrative Socizry, Liurep, 1, Nelson rd, Burnham Sutton, 

an 

a Spanegnas Lopes, Order of Druids, Crown and Cushion Inn, Manchester st, 


Kirs Cory Lopez, Druids Philanthropic Aylesford, Kent. Jan 23 is 
Lancaster Bavaizzeo D gs my muir Bacxct, Daeg her Pn barmty Black Cat Hotel, St. 


Soururizitps Working Mews 0 Guo Soorery, 264, Merton rd, Wandsworth. Jan 25 








Ov ann Rane Fires Insunance Poxtcrns, - m wanted to POSE a 
eon .—Particulars, by letter, to A. R. C., 76, Cheapside, London. — 
DVT 





Bid vith ts se 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. ~ 1% 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. ye ; 
Last Day or Cram. a 
London. Gazelte.—Fatvay, Feb, 1. = 
Banisten, Josern, Leyland, Tailor Mar 2 Fletcher & Fletcher, Leyland — 
































Bassxgt, Jouy, Birmingham Mari O'Connor, Birmingham 


iis, 
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! Bavon, Sansn, Holloway Mari Maskell, Bedford row 

Bravs, Janes Apzy, Bournemouth, Esq Feb2S Hay, Lincoln's inn fields 

Brarwuustiz, Roszat Bortox, Skipton Feb15 Brown & Wood, Skipton 

Baavsuaw, Joux, Banbury, Coachman Mar 8 Pollatt, Banbury 

_Cooxs, Eowanp, Alpha rd, Barrister at Law Maré Gaches, Peterborough 

Cooxe, Hetzx Ayxz,8t John’s Wood Maré Gaches, Peterborough 

Cooxe, Wit11am Hexry, Wimpole st, Q.C. Feb 28 Crowdy, Arundel st 

Caato, Tuomas, Gt Cumberland p!, Esq Mar 25 Aston & Co, Edgware rd 

Crortox, demas Cazatuzrt, Ballina Pk, Wicklow, Major Mar 7 Long & Gardiner, Lin- 


| Loxa, Parsciuta, Gloucester March! Grimes, Gloucester = 
Mansrizxip, Jouw Warsox, Bath March 20 Stone & Co, Bath’ Gan 
Marsua.t, Eowarp Wiireep, Marlow Feb 28 Herbert Smith, Nicholas lane Ha 
Saseme, Louisa Haze, Innishannon, Cork March 15 Wynne & Son, Lincoln's ity ma 
’ 

Hou 

Hor 


icin: bagueiin Keys, Weymouth st March1 Tweed, Devereux bldgs ; 

Moore, Joseru, Whitwell, Gent April1 Hodding & Co, Worksop Es 

Patensox, Jans, Hyde Park Mansions March 15 Ford & Co, Bloomsbury eq tC 

| Puaxt, Dante, Brierley Hill, Gent March 1 Homfray & Co, Brierley Hill | 
an James, Liverpool, Naval Outfitter March 14 Winterbotham & seal Hon 


} 
Corcuurre, Haznizt Manta, Barnstaple Mars Toller & Roberts, Barnstaple | Seatox, James, Chesterfield, Plumber March 10 Bunting & Son, Chesterfield - fly 
Doxperpare, Jaues, Altrincham, Traveller March 15 Simpson & Simpson, Manchester | Sensex, Wittiam Tuomas, Alresford Feb 28 Black & Co, Alresford eas 
Du Pas, Rev Wit.1am Oriver Attex, Shroton March 4 Bryan & Helps, Gloucester Burra, Canouixe Awntia, Wands h March 15 Fallows & Rider, Lancaster pl ; ies 
| ¥ 
| 
} 


a 


a 


a an Sb rnd moe 


Harry Joux, Norwood, Job Master Marchi Wra & Co, Birmin 
Evcovx, eee gam Sparrow, Janes, Old Newton, Farmer Feb 16 Haywards & Peecock, Stowmarket 























*Fanra.t, Tuomas, Aspatria, Schoolmaster Feb 23 Richardson & Crookes, Wigton : ton 
Hatz, Haxxan Tuoursox, Ne tle upon Tyne Feb 23 Brett, Morpeth Srorr, Berry, or Isaac Storr, Rochdale March 25 Jackson & Co, Rochdale 5 
‘Hasre, Many, Bradford Feb 28 Atkinson & Ward, Bradford Tarvor, Joy Tuomas, Stafford Feb18 Cooksey, Old Hill : ans 
Hvuangspox, Ans, Stoke Newington Marchi Donaldson, Bedford row Touts, Tuomas Grorce, Tysoc, Warwick, Farmer Feb 27 Fortescue & Sons, Banbury Mac 
ig Ips, Tuomas, Ratcliff, Glass Bender March 29 Wade, Clifford’s inn Teant, Hexay, Abergavenny March1 Leslie & Hardy, Bedford row : 
| 4 5 “ 
{ Joes, Lucy, Oswestry March 4 Donne : Williams, ee Turxe.., Joux Jouve, Langleys, Esq March1 Ware & Sons, York Moo 
I Larygr.anp, Evizanets, W Derby March 8 Labron Johnson, Liverpool Ww ‘ q 
agp, E Newton, Shopk " | 
i Larriz, Eama Jane, Southport March7 Entwistle, Southport Ms D, fi e P eeper Feb 28 Grimwade, Hadleigh, Suffolk Mos 
if Luorp, Wii.1am, Streatham hill, Licensed Victualler March 4 Maitlands & Co, Knight POEs TENT eton, Gent 12 Wrags, N i 
B} Rider st Wicuam, Joux, Hornsey, Engineer March7 Cotton, Gresham st . 
4 Nive 
at 
i 
if Nos: 
{ BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. Su — Rees, Wave, Merchant Wolver- | Sonne, Pee nn eee Mase, = Physician Rar 
1 ' » | 
if —, ° « Ae H . yi 
i London Gazette-—Fripay, Feb. 1 Tay a aaer Teens, Campers. Licensed Victualler | Rexy, Axice, Swansea, Fruitercr Feb 9at12 Off Ree, Bax 
{ RECEIVING ORDERS. Vine, Jon, ‘Sydling St Nicholson, ‘¥ Dorchester | pest eee a. Boegeee 
4 Baviss, Tnowas Cardiff, Clerk Cardiff Pet Jan 28 Ord Bet Jan 28 Ord Jan 38 ides 1s Mace ha. | s Joux west. Aten Gun The ua 
i . ’ 
it Jan Wie Rosert, oes leg Draper Derby Pet Jan 29 | po ted L ey d, 1 : Seu 
i Deseery,. James Mocen, Liverpool, Surgeon Liverpool n 30 wach ii nt 12 3 Railway ood oe 
; 3 Pet Jan 29 — Sheffield Pet Jan 25 Waszax,, Jose a, Leeds, Draper Leeds Pet Jan 29  Roszars, Jouy, sfochas, Labourer Feb 8 at 12 Taw 
ENNINGHOVEN, Witt1am, Sharrow effie t 
| Ord Jan 29 : Wits0x, Joux Barrno’ arr. Freshwater, Saddler Ryde | mene oo Laafaeechas F b 8 at 11.20 . 
iy Boycorr, Wit11am Eowanp, Weston super ys Hotel Pet Jan24 Ord Jan 2 ; Lg Wat 
| ’ Off Ree, 74, Newborough st, Scarborough ( 
i Pet Jan 18 Ord Jan 30 Wicutmay, CHARLES, Mirfield, Farmer Dewsbury Pet | posissox, WALTE Hackney, Boot M r t Feb 
i Brocxuayx, Horace Epuonxp, Ramagate, —-y House Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 at 3$° Senheeete bid, Stee eg oe ~~ 
{ Pet Jan28 Ord Jan Waicnt, Henry Granxvitue, Fenchurch st, Solicitor Ryde cia “pth ates : 
tt Beogas, Bexzamx, Blackburn, Joiner Blackburn Pet Pet Jan 1 Ord Jan 21 } Mauenees, Md et Crewe, Fruiterer Feb 22 at if ia 
H fan 30 Ord Jan 30 rewe 
i Canewntis Hexry Matcorm High Court Pet Dee 31 FIRST MEETINGS. | Semazas, Jous prauow, Barry Dock, 9 toon Feb 12 at = 
4 29 Axypersoy, Anrnur, South Norwood, Traveller Feb 8 at ottin: 
a Ca: ona a = fal Croydon, Oilman Croydon Pet ‘ 11.30 a, “a app, nonmgge | 'Brid ge ue 2 | Sank on eneph Hetiagtom, Notingham ‘=s seg 
{ ‘an ayotp, Saran, Brynmorgan, Tinplate anufacturer ham § 
) Case, Joux, Covent Garden High Court Pet Jan9 Ori | Feb'i1 at 12 'OM Ree, 3h Alexan — comes, 5, ae TP 1 UD) 81, See ae 
Barves, Cuantes Henay, Endell st, Traveller Feb 8 at | Sorrett, sacar, Tendring, Farmer Feb 9 at 12 Town- 
H ei & Co, Manchester avenue High Court Pet 2.30 Bai yb st hall, Colchester ie 
omits etsn Mose, Remora Het Rompe can | Paige: utr Pa ot | Oras Saas aa, edie Peat 0 ny em 
i; terbury Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 Bar.taxp, Lewss, Cabinet Maker Feb 8 at 11 Bankruptcy | Tess Rover, Kingston upon Hull, Grocer Feb 9 at It 
i Desxy, Geonoz, Preston Bissett, Bricklayer. Banbury Pet bldge, Carey st Of Rec, Trinity Scns lene, tall ‘en 
4 Jan 23 Ord Jan 28 Brows, Wit.1aM, Scarborough, Saddler Feb S$ at11 Off | Toxywies, Georce, Harlesden ae Agent Feb ll Al 
| a" . —. o Stapleton, Innkeeper Carlisle Pet Ree, 74, Newborough st, Scarborou gh atil- Bankruptcy b bldgs, Carey st st " 
HY an an 28 Cuarteswortn, James, Kingston upon Hull, Auctioneer | Taouxcer, nnn Cuarces, Shrewsbury, Brewer Feb 9 
i a ° ease Dav, Phe yr 4 Pay Hat Feb ll atil Off Rec, Trinity House lane, Hull at 11 Off Rec, Talbot chmbrs, Shrewsbury : en 
Hawxsworatn, Georce, and Tromas Hawxswonrrtn, ware, Dae 1 be — ~— Licensed ba Wasa, Je Axonu, Leds P Provision Merchant Febil Baw 
{ er Fe , Rec, Newcastle under al Rec, , Leeds J 
a an 80 Confectioners Sheffield Pet Jan 30 Ord Lyme Warp, Mary, Lipo st, Newsagent Feb ll at239 Bank- Bac 
i Huosox, J Jostan Surrn, Milnthorpe, Tailor Kendal Pet | Davies, Geoncs J, Strand,‘Hatter FebSat12 Bank- | bi 1 
4 = betng poostt Haset hnourte, Dorchester, Baker Feb 8 at1 | a “Feb 14 at 11 Haver, Ken y bl cep ag nee ™ 
A ‘ , ‘eb 8 a 8 I 
Hovsor, W body - Philpot lane High Court Pet Jan 25 is @ Ht Reo, Salis bury ’ REET balers} Huao, Gray’s inn Commission Agent Feb lé J 
f w Fi zoRGE, Gal » ractor Feb 8 at ll a Bankruptcy 
is Hv Ausra, em, Fae, Lithographic Artist Off Ree, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough Wicurmay, Cuarxs, da, Farmer Feb 8 at 3 Off sag 
Sg Hvatey, James, and Joux Honsr, Bromagrove, Fruit Eowanoe, 1 Mew rn, Coeds B ap ne Feb 8 at 12 | Wages Bank Chmbre, Batley Freshwater Saddler F.b Coox 
; Dealer Birmingham an2 Ord Jan 28 ’ igh s 3 . ’ J 
H = Exus, Tuouss, Bunwell, Serer Feb9at12 Off Rec liatll 19, Quay st, Newport, 1 W Cosr 
in a Hexgy Renass, | Welvehemete oom, Corn Dealer 8, Coeaae , : 
i 4 ‘olverhampton an . | JUD. 
on Agrnour Joux, Wells, Dentist o Wells Pet Jan oe ates Todmordén, Tailor Feb 21 at 1.30 |  aekien didlos - ae a K Bristel Epm 
L Bristol, Lodging 
i bed ouxeor, Finn, ‘Shalt, Yorks, General Dealer Halifax PR ENJAMIN Witwan, Clacton on Sea, Builder Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 28 ne eee We, 
A oe eet Jan ’ ——_ Feb9at11.30 Townhall, Colchester | Batnes, Coanves Henay, Endell st, Traveller High Court J 
if Greex, Jonn Hoiuixepae, Cheltenham, Baker Feb 9 at | Pet Jan 23 Jan 26 Ep 
fo) Less, pesca oa Grecngrocer Halifax Pet Jan 28 3.80 County Court bldgs, Cheltenham | Barus, Tuomas, Cardiff, Clerk Cardiff Pet Jan 23 Orl ‘ 
if Ord Jan ? ‘ . , Grorruay, Leoxarp Gurney, Endell st, Ironmonger Jan 28 ‘ 
By Lao, Nicuovas, Gt Grimsby, Smackowner Gt Grimsby Feb Sat 2.30 Bankruptcy bags, Carey st | Benxert, James Moors, Liverpool, Surgeon Liverpool Gos 
if Jan26 Ord Jan 26 Joussox, Frep, She'f, a So General Dealer Feb 9 at 11 | Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 30 2 I 
| lenease, Becmanp, ee. Abbotts, Gardener Off Rec, Townhall —_-. Halifax Baititanp, Lewis, Watney st, Cabinct Maker High Court Pans 
| Hereford Pet Jan 28 Ord Jan 23 Jounax, Jous, Nottingham, Draper FebSat 12 Off Rec, | Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan %8 . 
ae Avexanpen Joux, Kingsland rd High St Peter’s Church walk, N ham Brockman, Horace Epuoxp, Ramsgate, Eating hous Hau 
Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 es Witiian, = bi al, General Haulier Feb 8 Keeper Canter Pet Jan 28 Ord Jan 23 Cc 
wane Hewar, Ryde, Contractor Ryde Pet Jan 24 Off pet Laven | Brooxs, Bexsamin, burn, Joiner Blackburn Pet Bins 
Ord Jan 24 kik | Halif. eb 9 at12 Off Rec, an Jan 30 ; F 
Moses, ae Wolverhampton, Grocer Wolverhampton Townhall chm’ Butter, Feeperick Joux, Streatham, Baker Wands- How1 
“ ig oe se an ae . aon Lo, RicwoLas rib o a qa by, tackowne Feb Datil Of worth Pet Jan 21 Ord Jan 30 0 
BAL, JOHN, ‘obacconis' risto et Jan 24 ec. me ; 
Ord J an 28 MacCutiocn, Rosert Cabeea Buckingham, School- | Cangas, beg = Phan a3 peer, Claes On ae vans 
Naw, Toowss, Stanway, Farmer Cheltenham Pet Jan 28 aren Feb 12 at 12 Acting Off ec, St Aldate’s, _ Couuixs, Wit. Hexry, Rewreie, Hotel Keeper Can- Jaxx 
‘an terb Pet J Ord 
g aves, Geamne, Bighs aston, Corn Factor Birmingh.m i Here Poole, Photographer Feb 9 at 12.30 on | Davies, Bot Nt under lyme, Licensed ines 
<t Jan ury ictualler Pet Jan14 Ord J 
a Qidburs, Fruiterer West Bromwic’i Mantix, wad Poole, Fish Factor Feb 8 at 12.30 Off Dowsoy, Georar, Geliaoesh, Contractor it Stockton om = 
‘an Ora an 2 ec, Salisbury Pet Dec 10 Filed Jan5 Ord Jan 2 
mae 2 pte. Town, Milkseller igh Court Pet ee pag Rete, Ce Contractor Feb 11 at 11.39 19, | | Secaeeeen, Georce iuaen, ‘Dalston, Groser High a 
an ua) ewport, Pet Jan 26 Ord J , 
Tous, —, to Ae hil), Builder Greenwich Pet a} ge , Guisel Traveller Feb 8 at 11 Off Rec, | Fumr, Reoiatp, Millman = s High Court Pet Dec®d | he 
‘an ‘ark row, Ord Jan 28 ; Ga 
Ray, Epwarp, Wolverhampton, Engine Fitter Wolver- Naror, CHARLES Henry, Leeds, Beerseller Feb Sat 12 F Zz Peckham es aot me J 
h "pet Jan 30. ‘rd dan 30 oa ia oT Ree, ~~ row, Leeds . Court. Pet Jan 10 Ord Ja eae 3 Maes 
Rayuenr, — ne Sas rd, Fishmonger High om mrt bide ptm lal Farmer Feb 9 at 2.30 County Geauay, Gronae, Stapleton, al Carlisle Pet Jani 
Seciens, Wittram, and Jousx Se..ers, Cantley, Yorks, Perxixs, — Jeannine, Cardiff, Civil | Raginere Feb 8 | Guzey, Joun Horuiapaue, Cheltenham, Baker Cunne 
Farmers Sheflield Pet Jan 29 OrdJan2 ” at 12 Off Reo, 31, Alexandra rd, Sw ham PetJan17 OrdJen 26 : Tag 












08+ 


oln’s ing 


& Sona, 


pl 
ket 


Banbury 


*hysician 
Df Ree, 
2 at 2 
Traveller 
8 at 12 
at 11.20 
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Gurrrrrns, Hesny, Cardiff, Licensed Victualler Cardiff 
Pet Jan 15 Ord Jan 25 

Hawsitwe, Witt1am Davin, pamieie Straw Hat Manu- 
facturer Luton Pet Jan Ord Jani 28 

HawxswortH, Gzoaos, and Taouse E Hawxsworts, Conis- 
1 y Conf Sheffield Pet Jan 30 Ord 


Eo nh "Hesne Cusrnonn, BS paste, Secretafy Canter- 
an 

Horg-Hosxixs Heiena, High Holborn, Aa Agent 
High Court Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 

Hupsow, Jos1an Surrn, Milnthorpe, ‘Tailor Kendal Pet 
Jan 28 Ord Jan 28 

Hioxt. Apert Gronrce, en, Lithographic Artist 
Hanl g4 Pet Jan 80 Ord J 

ae: —. Shelf, Yorks, General Dealer Halifax Pet 
Jan 28 Jan 28 

Leo “Lg Gt Grimsby, Smackowner Gt Grimsby 
Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 

Lees, James, Halifax, Greengrocer Halifax Pet Jan 28 
Ord Jan 28 

liewettys, Ricsarp, Brampton Abbotts, Gardener 
Hereford Pet Jan28 Ord Jan 28 

MacCutioce, Reoperr Campsert, Bucki School- 
master Banbury Pet Jan22 Ord Jan 28 

Maxtix, pane Poole, Photographer Poole” Pet Jan 21 
Ord 28 


Moow, Lewis, Westfield, Sussex, Farmer Hastings Pet 
Oct 17 Ord Oct 23 

Moss, my Wileaiabeatin: Grocer Wolverhampton 
Ord Jan 26 Ord Jan 28 

New, Foon, Stanway, * Amt Cheltenham Pet Jan 26 
Ord Jan 28 

Niven, CHARLEs, ghee, Corn Factor Birmingham 
Pet Jan 23 6 an 30 

Nosnzis, Joun Laonet, Bootle, Clothier Liverpool Pet 
Jan10 Ord Jan 29 

Rarrort, Isaac, Spitalfields, Hosier High Court Pet Jan 
2¢ Ord Jan 28 


Rayment, Josern, Bethnal Green rd, Fishmonzger High 
Court Pet Jan 28 Ord Jan 28 

Rosixsox, Georcer, Crowle, Merchant Sheffield Pet Dec 
$1 Ord Jan 28 

Setters, Wittram, and Joun Se.iers, Cantley, York, 
Farmers Sheffield Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 

Tawney, Harry ~ KE Plumstead, Builder Greenwich 
Pet Jan15 Ord Jan 

Wattace, Rosser, Derby, Draper Derby Pet Jan 29 
Ord Jan 30 

Wess, Axprew Witi1am, Warmley, Builder Bristol Pet 
Jani4 Ord Jan 28 

Wuevas, Joszra, Leeds, Draper Leeds Pet Jan29 Ord 
an 

Wicutman, Cuantes, Mirfield, Farmer Dewsbury Pet 
Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 

Wiusoy, Joun Bartuovomew, Freshwater, Saddler Ryde 
Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Wuicut, Ropert, Eastgate, Peterborough, Builder Peter- 
borough Adjud July 31, 1893 Annul Dec 4, 1894 


Londom Gasette.—Tussvar, Feb. 5. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


AisswortH, James, Southport, Bookseller Liverpool 
Pet Febi Ord Febi 

Aspreear, Water, Fulham, Electrical Engineer High 
Court Pet Feb2 Ord Feb2 

a, we § emeee Ipswich, Baker Ipswich Pet 

29 

Biacksury, Mover, Bradford, Grocer Bradford Pet Feb 
1 Ord Febi 

Biacxwew, Geores Wituiam, and Witiiam James Maw- 
ag Walsall, Builders Walsall Pet Jan 14 Ord 


Jan 30 

Brows, Tuomas, + Commission Agent Leeds Pet 
Febi1 Ord Feb 

Coox, CHARLES, cht Tobacconist Poole Pet 
Jan 31 Ord Jan $1 

Coste, Kpmunyp Joux, Coleman st, Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet Jan23 Ord Jan 31 

Epuonvs, Bensamin, Charing Cross, Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet Jan 31 Sra Jan 31 

Epwarps, Frorence, Porth, Outfitter Pontypridd Pet 
Jan19 Ord Jan 31 

Eowarps, Geonas, Brynawel, Coal Miner Neath Pet 
Feb1 Ord Feb1 

Giossor, James, and Gseorerz Yfoess, Leeds, Saddlers 

s PetJan8i Ord Jan3 

Gazy, Henny, Kilburn, Gent High Court Pet Jan 4 
Ord Feb 1 

Hatt, Henry Srepugysox, Old Je Printer High 

A Pe ——h — 
RSCH, BARNETT, eure Newport, Mon Pet 
Febi Ord Feb 1 ish 

moos, Maem, Newington Green High Court Pet Dec 29 


Janes, Davip, Blaenavon, Draper Treiegar Pet Jan 31 
Ord Jan 31 

Jaxer, Birt St Aubry, a Tawton, Gent Plymouth 
Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 

Jones, Davip ye Wasase, Porth, Licensed Victualler Ponty- 
pridd Pet Febi Ord Feb 1 


Lippmann ry yt one, Commission Agent Swan- 
an 
Boot Dealer Scarborough 


sea, 
Lyra, Fraycis, 
Pet Jan 81 Ord Jan 81 


Maeuxus, Ouadn Sem aRty Aldgate, Grocer High Court Pet 
Battersea pk, Commercial Traveller 

Pet Nov 1 Bra Jan 31 

Nose, Fuepenicn, Leeds Leeds Pet Jan31 OrdJan@l 


P. J. Ro 7 
= jue Rowixe, Swanton Morley, Farmer Norwiah 


Jan 8 
w, Guoras, 
‘andsworth 





i snes, Bensley, Yorks, Commission Agent 


Nantwich, Plumber Nantwich Pet Jan 

ame as Ord San! fan 31 
18 Od Jen’ e — 
Pasgn, Gussass Aaseen, Gelteed Peiom, Demme Wereics 


Jan% Ord Feb1 
Ravent, Eowanrp, Leicester, Provision Merchant Leices- 
ter ng Ord Jan 81 
Horse Dealer Derby 


W. — pon * heffield, Brick Manufacturer 
ATsoN, Joux ERT, 
ae Sheffield Pet Feb 2 Ord Feb 2 re 
TLU ax Joszrn, Lianelly, Draper Carmarthen 
Feb1 OrdFebi ” 
Wiuurs, Haxwan, Flour Dealer Stockton on 
Tees Pet Dec 20 Jan 30 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
ALLEN. > oy , Lodging house ki Feb 13 at 
11.30 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, 
Baines, Grorce Ricwagp, Baker Feb 12 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 36, Princes st, 


Bagwns, Joun Wituiax Watson, Sunderland, eeeiead. Payee 
Feb 12 at John st, 


B wert Ay tad tL cS See ae RRS 
AR , 


4at 12.30 24, Railwa 


ae. Tuomas, Manufac- 
a Onl? Colmore row, Carriage Lamp Mase 


Feb 13 ‘at 12 
Bewnincuoven, Wit.iam, Sheffield Feb 12 at 2.30 Off 
Rec, lane, Sheffield 
Brockman, Horace Epuvunp, , Eating house 
Keeper Febi3at3 72, st, 
Joux, Covent Garden Feb 12 at 12 Bankruptcy 


st 

. & Co, Manchester avenue Feb 12 at 2.30 

bh Carey st 

Caanix, NaTuan, Oilman Feb i4atill 23, 
Colmore i 


row, 

eas Wusuin Hoxer, Ramegate, Hotel Keeper Feb 

Costs, Epuvuxp ent Coleman st, Licensed Victualler 
Feb 12at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Denny, Tuomas, Nottingham, Baker Feb 12 at 11 Off 

Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 

Excesmerz, Gzorce Anprew, Dalston, Grocer Feb 13 at 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 





CHANCELLOR, 


Fox, Rossert, Walthamstow, Poulterer Feb 13 at 11 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 
GranaM, hapa eter Stapleton, Farmer Febi5at12 12 


Hamatine, Witt1am Davin, Dunstable, Straw Hat 

ney Manufacturer eb 14 at 10.15 Court house, Luton 

RBI ILLIA Grocer 124) ’ 
wo High nig bot 


S.cnen Geores, and Tuomas ve 
Conisb Confectioners 


Feb 12 at 3.30 Off Rec, 
H Hee Photographer Feb 13 at 11 
opasox, Henny 
Off Rec, 22, Piri row Leute 
Jewers, Anruur Jouy, Wells, Dentist Feb 12at11 The 
Mitre Hotel, Wells, Somerset 


Jowgs, Joux, A Bow K Feb 12 at 3 
Of “ eeper 


te Ree, 65, st, 
FFUNIADES, ALEXANDER ro Kingsland rd Feb 14 at 
12 Bankruptcy Carey st 
McAuvsiaxp, Henny ALexanper Srvart, Bristol Feb 13 
M os, it ty Sheffield, Febi2at2 Off 
1188s, Heyry James, 2 
Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 
Neat, eno Bristol, Tobacconist Feb 13 at 12.30 Off 
a gy Bt Leones 
Coal Merchant Feb 12 
Hastings 


Nicuousow, Frank, 8t 
at 12.30 Young & Son, Bank 
Parnes, 8 E, anton Toe, Milkseller Feb 14 at 11 Bank- 


Parromuett, Avy, cectowesh, Lodging house keeper 
Feb 18 at 11.30 Off Rec, 74, Newborough st, Scar- 


borough 
Watacs, Roszrt, Derby, LE ed Feb 13 at 2.30 Off 
Rec, St James’s chmbrs, 
ea « P — tohrae ives Provision Merchant Feb 12 
bea Rippie = ses, Mileham, ‘But Butcher Feb 25 at 
sein tean Hosier Feb 12 at 2.30 Bank- 
a JosErE Green Feb 13 
— q Se 
se Pray bes een A * nena, Butcher 
Ro batty Ly 2 L, schouse Keeper Feb 12 at 12 
x Ricuano: Radeon, Boer 
Szuiers, Wit11am, 


and Cantley, Y: 
oe eves i na, Fire lane, natal 
Rk. 15 at 12 ony hy ae, 


wDEN, Brawn, o, Ashordy Kent" Fob Bost Bank- 
vp Big, Gey or 


Timpson, Epwarp Bunhill Picture aieent 
Maker Feb Peer yy tn ag Ray 
Vang, Zon, Spins, 0) itaies, Nicholas, Yeoman Feb 12 at ae 


Wattox ee semi ~ Newcastle Tyne, 
Coa Feb 20 at 11.30 Of Rec, Pink lane, 


on Tyne 
W. Hewry W. 
ane Hows, Kagsigan Feb 14 at 
Kensingtn, Builder 


FOUND Isai “Bonkrsete Bankruptcy Carey 


Atay, James, Town, Gent High Court Pet 

Ausyenmne, Lavin Bredford, Pawnbroker Bradford Pet 

Aangon, Suemeg, Tearpenty, Beet Decor Pontppridd 
Jan 17 Jan 31 





Gor Sous, Ringe 3 Ord Jan 


Scnen, iain teeibaes ol Newport, Mon Pet 
Bf = Fe FP Huauey Fruit 
ui 

"Dealers Birmingham Pet Jan 38 Ord Feb 2 
Janes, Pau Meeaen, Dagar Tredegar Pet Jan 30 
Dealer 


autn, Victoria Dock rd, China Dealer High 
Court Pet Decl7 Ord Jan 30 
Norrs, Faspeaicx, Leeds Leeds Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 3 


0 West wich Pet 
sa tan aa ee Pore 


P. J. Swanton , Farmer WNor- 
anh Pees Obes 
Paneeiet, Fare, Seen Commmnnien Squne Leeds Pet 
Pag, Sey Sen See Walsall Pet Jan7 Ord 





ae Jee 90° Ord Je Ord Jan 81 

Ray, Epw. <> Fitter Wolver- 
Jan 30 an 

SKETCHLEY, Derby, Horse Dealer Derby Pet 

Res Ones 

Summeanitt, Henry, W: Merchant Wolver- 


Wiius, Haxyan, Dealer Stockton on 
Tees Pet Dec 19 Jan 30 
‘Woopunovssz, Mon, Civil Engineer 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
Feb. 13.—Mr. W. A. Biax the Mart, E.C., at 1 
pres Dotty ob advertisement, 


nee Freehold 
Feb. 15.— Baxxa & Sons, at the Mart, H.O.. at 2 
o'clock, and Leasehold Investments (see ad- 
vertisements, this week, p.4). . 











All letters intended for publication im the 
“* Solicitor’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 


Where difiouliy te taperianaeh ‘es provuring tis 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 





application be made direct to the Publisher. 











Subscription, PAYARLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxzorrors’ JouRNAL, 
266. Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volumes bound 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., halt law calf, 
5s. 6d. 








ABRIDGED PROSPECTUS. 


BIRMINGHAM CORPORATION 
sSTrodc=z. 


Interest at £3 per cent. per annum, payable Half- Yearly at the 
Bank a Reine area on Ist teeth and 1st July. 


ISSUE OF £500,000 000 £3 PER CENT. STOCK, 
Pe Gouveia of £1, ~.~¥ sanctioned by the Town 
and authorized b Acts 43 & 44 Vict. c. 178, 

44 & 45 Vict. c €8, and 45 & 46 Viet. c. 61. 


MINIMUM PRICE OF ISSUE, £105 PER CENT. 
The First Dividend, being Oty Menthe’ Interest, will be 
payable ist July, 1896. 
Trustees are authorized by the Trustee Act, 1898, to invest in 
this Stock, unless expressly forbidden by the instrument 
creating the Trust. 





Tur GOVERNOR axp COMPANY or raz BANK OF 

GLAND give notice that by ents made with 

the arava, i, Birmingham, under the peovisions of the 
c. 68, m pursuance of resolutions 

Town Council of Birmingham, they are authorized to 

2000,000et Benes the 12th Prsrvary, 1895, tenders for 

a CorPoraTIon Sock, bearing inter- 

per annum, payable half-yearly at the 


of its Country Branches. 
Sais lsu — per, on or after the Ist 


the Corporation, upon 
a 3. public advertisement, 


BE ED AT THE CHIEF 
BANK OF ENGLAND, BEFORE 
DAY, THE 121x FEBRUARY, 





the 
re Te FRE oan Me; 's Oo Oot 
» in su 
Balance-sheet for the half-year BA. 8ist December 
have to report that, after pa interest to customers 
all charges, making provision for bad and doubtful debts, 
and allowing £25,115 19s. 4d. for 
the net profits amount to £193,900 2s. 1d. 
been deducted £15,000 transferred to 
leaving £178,900 2s. 1d., to which is 
balance ht forward from 
able the sum of £265,502 0s. 4d. 
The Directors recommend the 


10 per cent. for the half-year, w 

This will leave a balance of 

forward to Profi 

Dividend, added to that paid to 30th 
a cent. for the year 1894. 


The Directors are glad to report that the Bank’s liability 
of £187,500 to the Baring Guarantee Fund was cancelled on 
eon Divided’ Shave, See of Tneeme B ag 
e Divi 2 ‘ax, e 
payable at the Head { or at any of the 
on or after Mendes 18th Fi ane 
Batance Sueet or THE Lonpow ayp County Bayxine 
Company (Luarep), 3lst Dec, . 
Dr. £ d, £ s. d, 
To ners 


— 
£8,000, 2,000,000 0 0 
To aty hb 1,000,000 0 0 
To Due by the Bank on 


36,075,002 15 2 


3,862,680 1 2 
25,115 19 4 


Guarantees 
To Rebate on Bills not due 
carried to next Account 
To Profit and Loss Balance 
brought from last Account 
To Net Profit for the —t 
year, a 


after making pro 
sion for bad and doubtful 
debts, and transferring 
£15,000 to Premises Ac- 
count . on seid 


86,601 18 3 


178,900 2 1 
265,502 0 4 


oon cakes 
will be Fa TAYABLE to hall-your ‘either at the E 
Proprictar, 
now gs on or after x Monday, 
By order of 


. B. JAMES, nagen 
JAS. Rm id ‘Chief Accountant, 
London and County Banking Jaa : = (Limited), 


ve examined the 


We ha 
Profit and Loss Account, es 


the several Books and Vouchers showing 
pa rage | amounts set forth, the whc 
and Profit and 
drawn w 
pany’s 


and we are of 
ee eons ot te 
, and exhibit a true and correct 
aire as shown by the books of ek 
(Signed, HY. GRANT, 


NORMAN, 
County Banking Company nln 
24th January, 1895. 
ONDON and COUNTY BANKD 


Der (el Nee 


London and Count 


at ony ot Ge Compar ~ 
the 18th inst 


OWARD, 
JAS. GRAY, 
AMES, 


J.B. I. 
21, Lombard-street, 8th February, 1895 


nee Joint 


Managers, — 





Guarantee of nang 
‘the above liabilities, and 


£43,228,390 16 0 
d, £ s. d, 


N.B.—The 
is not included in 
since been can 
Cr. 8. 
By Cash at the Head Office 
and — and with 
Bank of England ......... 4,963,260 19 10 
By Loans at Call and at 
Notice, covered by Se- 
curities ..... 0 
8,190,482 19 19 


Special Advantages to Private Insurers. 


THE IMPERIAL oysvranos come, 


toarep. FIRE, 
Old Brosdatret BC. eal 
Siibeoribed Capital,’ £1,204 £1, 200,000 


5 cozmNs surre, 7 
General Manager. — 


Pall Mall, 8.W. 
£300,000. 





Investments, viz. :— 
By Consols (23 per Cent.) 
in Cer- 


tes, New per 
Cents,, and eR 
Bonds{ £6, _— vad) .) 


By Advances to 


~ Liabilities of Customers 

or Drafts bythe 
Bank as re 

By old Premises in 

Street and 

si Lane, Freehold 


Branches, 
05 a a ate 





HCENIX FIRE OFFICE, 19, Lomparp= 
STREET, and 57, Cuarnme-cross, Lowpox. ‘a 
Established 1782. 
Lowest Current Rates. 
Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured free of all Liability. 


Joint 
F. B. “Macpow ap, 5 


EDE AND SON, 





ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. — 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wi Gowns for Registrars, 
p Pwege and Clerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Rebes, University and Clergy Ge 
ESTABLISHED 1699. 


04, OHANOERY LANE, LOWDOM” 


Town 








